
December 18, 1995

State of Washington
PO BOX43172
Olympi~ WA 98504-3172

Re NorthwestRegionrdPower Factity-CommentsSpokaneTribe-Drti EIS

The Spokane Tribe of hdians sub~ts these comments to the Drti Environmentrd hpact
Statement ~DEIW) for the proposed Northwest Regional Power Factity ~~~).

The Spokane hdian Resemation is located approfiately 15 des northeast of the proposal
project, The Reservation is approximately 165,000 acres and governed by the Spokane Tfibe of
Indians through the Busiiess Councfi of the Tfibe. Mong with providing a homeland for the
members of the Spokane Tribe, the Reservation has an abundance of naturrd resources and
recreation factities for the use and enjoyment of Tribal members and non-members tie. The
Spokane Reservation is classtied as a Class I airshed under the Clean Air Act.

At the timeofinterventionwiththeEnergyFactitySheEvaluationCouncfl~XFSE~~, the ~
SpokaneTribeidenttiedissuesofconcernwiththeapplicationfortheMF. Theseissueswere
effectsonculturalandarcheologicalresourcesoftheTribe,effwsofairemissionsonTribalf
lands,andthewaterwithdraw~fromtheSpokaneRiverwhereh wotidtiecttheSpokane
Reservationincludingthefishe~intheSpokaneRiverand~e Roosevelt.Whh thechangein
theapplicationfromwatertoaircootig,thewaterwithdrawdissueswerenotofprimary
concerntotheSpokaneTribe(aslongastheyremainedoutoftheapplication)andthereforethe
Tribeconcentratedonculturalresourcesandairqutity.Correspondin~y,theSpokaneTribe
executedtwoagreementswiththeappficanttoprotectitsculturrdandenvironmentrdinterests.
ThoseagreementshavebeenenteredasevidenceintheadjudicativeproceedingwithEFSEC.

The NRPF ~ si@cantiy tiect the environmentrd qutity of the Spokane Resemation. The .’
lack of comprehensive basehe data in the initird studies of the appficant do not mow for an
adequate evaluation of ~ impacts addressed in the DEIS as we~ as possible *own impacts.
Many examples exist in the DEIS where the lack of baseke data is crucial. The Tribe ti
articulate a few here. For example, the appticant states that the NRPF d have visibtity impacts

“on the Class I airshed of the Spokane Reservation for 6 percent of the hours of the year mostly at
sunrise and sunset hours. For members of the Tribe and users of the recreationrd ficfities at the
cofiuence of the Spokane and Columbla Rivers this is a si@cant impact. Again this prediction
is conjecture without the benefit of an adequate base~ie. Other examples can be seen in Table 3.4
and on page 3-32 where the DEIS gives Momation on effects on sensitive plant species. The
DEIS and ~rrespondmgly the Cl= Air Act permits are wrought with these assumptions The
baseline data must be established before impacts on Tribal natural resources and recreational
facilities can be adequately evaluated. The tir qu~ity agreement with the appficant starts this
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evaluation process. .

In the “Northwest Re#ond Power Factity- Air Qu~ty Agreementwith the SpokaneTribeof 2
hdians”the Spokane Tribe has agreed that it shd pardcipate in the ongoing process of
evrduation of the environmental effects of air emissions on the Spokane hdian Reservation. The
agreement provides for the establishment of detied basehe data which is lacking in the
application and the DEIS. At the time the baseke data is established the Tribe can then firther
evaluate the effects of air emissions on the Reservation environment. Relevant effects are, but are
not necesstiy tited to: visibtity, NOx S02, CO, PM1O, VOC. The Agreement rdso provides
for the direct monitoring by the Spokane Tribe and tits certain emissions. Most importandy the
Agreement provides for =er dispute resolution and legrd process if emission levels are found to
have adverse effects tier establishment of the adequate baseke dab.

The Agreement provides the vehicle for the appficant to provide adequate information to the 3
evaluating agencies in concert with the Spokane Tribe. However, it d be quite difficult for the
agencies to My coklder, discuss and evaluated enviromnenti impacts and alternatives under
the DEIS without the establishment of adequate basehe data. Therefore, it may be premature to
set forth a Find Environmentrd hpact Statement unti such time baseke data on the. Spokane
Rese~ation exists.

Proper permitting under the Clean Air Act as integrated in the EFSEC and EIS processes is a
necessity. Vtid bmeke data to make assumptions in the permitting process is mandatory and
the mmments above as they address the lack of baseke data are dso germane in the permitting
process. k additio% it seems that certain other r~uirements of the Clean Air Act may not have
been fo~owed. Section 165 (d) requires that for proper permitting to take place a contitation
promss must owur with the Federd Land Manager of Class I areas.. To date the Spokane Tribe
hm not seen any evidence of satisfaction of this requirement.

The “KVWCSWE Stipdation and Agreement with the Spokane Tribe of kdians for the
Northwest Regionrd Power Facti~’ sets forth the obligations of the apptimt regarding the
cultural resources of the Spokane Tribe for Resematio4 ceed~ aboriginal lands and usurd and
accustomed places. The primary intent of the document is the Spokane Tribe is the .ody party
which can adequately evaluate the effects of the NRPF on those lands.
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The agreements cited above are inwrporated by reference into these comments and are on record
with EFSEC. Plwe address any questions or wncerns to the Spokane Tribe of kdians, do
L~ Goodrow, Executive Director, Box 100, WeUpinit,WA 99040. (509) 258+581.



LETTER “I”RESPONSES

I-1 ThevisibfityimpactsdiscussedintheDEE werebaseduponconservativeestimates
ofbackgrounddatawhichprobablyleadtoanoverstatementofestimatedimpacts.
The visibfityanalysisu~ed a modefig proceduredevelopedby theU.S.
EnvironmentProtectionAgency.Thevalueselectedforthebackgroundvisual
rangewas selectedin consdtationwiththeWashingtonStateDepartmentof
Ecology.‘Abackgromdvisualrangeof160km was selected.Thisistypicalof
remotetidernessareas.Use ofthisbackgroundvaluefortheSpokaneIndian
Reservationisconservative,andW ~ely leadtoover-estimatingtheanticipated
impactson visibfityinthatarea.CoUectionofadditiondbackgrounddataisnot
necessarytoreachareasonableestimateoftheprojectedimpactstovisibtity.

The analysis ofimpactstovegetationintheDEISwas basedon informationon
chronicinjurysymptomspubkhd by theU.S.DepartmentofAgrititure.These
dataindicatethatairqtity thresholdsforchronicinjurytophts aremorethan
tentimeshigherthantheconservativeestimatesforairqutityimpactswithinthe
SpokanehdianReservationChss Iarea.CoUectionofbackgrouddataisnot
reasonablynecessarytoevaluateimpactstosensitive vegetation.

The comment suggests that the purpose of the stiptited air qutity agreement
between the Spokane Tribe of Indians and the NRPF is to co~ect background data.
The agreement provides for payments to the Spoke Tribe of hdians for tiding
“to estabkh basefie studies, air monitoring or for any other purpose at the Tribes
W discretion:’ It is quite possible that this agreement W lead to other
environment stidies unrehted to air qutity. Further, funtig of the agreement
does not begin unti three months after commencement of cons~ction – an event
which W not occur, if at W, unti after the FEIS is completed. It is thus not
possible to deky the FEIS to await studies under the agreement.

I-2 The impacts upon visibfity were derived from the conservative assumptions
discussed above. Some impact may be visible under proper fighting situations if one
were looking toward the plant site and visibfity was not obstructed by land fem.
If one knew where to look, a stight distortion might be detectable. Most of the
recreation on or along the rivers occurs at locations where Ms w~ obstruct this
view. The impact, if it occurs, shotid not be noticeable to recreational visitors. The
impact to visibfity is ody a possibfity, and, if it occurs, it shodd not be si@cant.

As stated above, the DEIS summary of chronic impacts to sensitive plant species au
ocm at threshold values at least ten times above those conservatively estimated to
occur in the Ckss I area. Even chronic impacts to sensitive phts shotid not occur.

I-3 See Response to Comment I-1.

I-4 The Environmental Protection Agency confirms that the Spokane Tribe of Indians is
the federal land manager for the Ckss I area within the Spokane Indian Reservation.
NRPF has had repeated constibtions with the Spokane Tribe of hdians. The
stiptiated agreement concerning air qu~ty, which was signed by the Spokane Tribe
of hdians, and which resolved W air qutity issues raised by the Tribe before the
Energy Fatity Site Evaluation Cound, is evidence of this constipation.



I-5 Cement notti.
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J-1 Cement noted.

LETTER “~’RESPONSES

Please refertoS=tion1.2,Pmose andNeed,oftheDraftEISfor
a disc~sion of the need for the projwt. ‘ ‘

J-2 Cement noted. However, the preferred route for the natid gas pipefie has not
yet been deter~ed. Please refer to General Response No. 1 for a dismssion of the
natid gas pipefie and to the appenti in this doment, whifi dew with generic
tipacts of na~d gas pipehes..



ENERGYFACILITYSIIE
EVA~TION COUNCIL

~’~ ~ -
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LETTER “K”RESPONSES

K-1 Comment noted. However, the preferred route for the natid gas pipehe has not
yet been determined. Please refer to General Response No. 1 for a dismssion of the
na~d gas pipetie and to the appenti h this docment, which de~ with generic
impacts of na~d gas pipehes.

K-2 Comment ‘noted. Please refer to Section 1.2, Pqose and Need, of the Draft EIS for
a &scwsion of the need for the project.



LETTER I~L?~

November 9, 1995

~ECEIVED

NOV091995 ~
Jason Zeller
EFSEC Manager
PO ~OX 43172
Olympj. a, WA 98504-3172

Re: .Northwest Regicnal Power Facility

ENLRGYFACILIVSITE
EVALUATIONCOUNCIL
Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Zeller,

I am writing in support of the Northwest Regional Power
Facility Plant proposed in Creston, Washington.

I feel the plant will be bene~~c~al to the area. New jobs
and a growth in population will p~ovide a stabilizing
effect on our economy.

Sincerely,

Bonnie Jensen
Mayor

BJ/mjd
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LETTER “L”RESPONSES

L-1 Cement notd.
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ENERGYFACiLITYSITE
EVALUATION

December 18, 1995

~D DELIVERED

Jason Zeller
EFSEC Manager
Washington State Energy Facility

Site Evaluation Council
PO BOX 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Re: Comments to NRPF Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Zeller:

COUNCIL

Enclosed are two memoranda (with attachments) : NA Resources and CSW
Energy Comments on the NRPF Draft EIS; and WA Resources and CSW Energy
Editorial Suggestions for the NRPF Draft EIS. This letter, together
with the “Comments” memo constitute the comments of WA Resources and
CSW Energy to the Draft EIS. The second memo consists of editorial
suggestions, which we do not intend be treated as comments or neces-
sarily responded to in the Final EIS. Many of these “suggestions”
reflect changes which occurred with the change in the method of
cooling.

The change in method of cooling reduced the footprint of the plant so
that its permanent impact covers only 75 acres, of which 70 acres are
currently used to grow alfalfa. None of the construction will occur
in wetlands. The Applicants believe, in view of this limited impact,
it is incorrect to conclude that impacts to wildlife will be signifi-
cant. During the course of the adjudicatory hearing, the Applicants
committed to eliminate grazing on the remainder of the site for a
period of three to five years, and then to allow more limited grazing,
managed to protect habitat ~ality. The Applicants hope that the
responsible official will reconsider the impacts on wildlife in view
of these changes.
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Jason Zeller
Page 2
December 18, 1995

The Applicants contend that ~PF’s long-term effect on lfgreenhousell
gases, the effect of these gases -upon global climate, and the par-
ticular effects of climate changes, are all speculative. These
uncertainties are at least mentioned in section 4.2 of the Draft EIS,
although their treatment in other sections is sometimes awkward.
During the adjudicatory hearings, various witnesses concluded that if
the ~PF is constructed, it will displace older; “dirtier,i’fossil fuel
plants in the Northwest and on the West Coast. (A copy of Eric V.
Toolsonts Dispatch Study is enclosed.) Thus, the overall impact would
be to improve emissions. The potential displacement of other emissions
should be discussed in the EIS.

Please consider these comments, along with those in the enclosed
memoranda, when preparing the Final,EIS. We have aDDreciated the extra
efforts that you, and your consultants, have
proposal has been revised during the course of
to incorporate mitigating-features.

Sincerely yours,

‘~dertaken
the hearing

SWANSON, Pm, CO~ES,
YO~GLOVE & PEEPLES, P.S.

$Ye

Darre L. P pies

arles W. Lean

DLP:jw

Enclosures

—.
as this
process
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LETTER “M”RESPONSES

M-1 Cement notd.

M-2 Cement not~.



LETTER “N”

KVA Resources md CSW Ener~

General Comment on tie NaturalGas Pipeline

Co~ents on the N~F Drti EIS

As the Drafi EIS states, natural gas+lfor the project will be supplied through a natural gas
pipeline running approximately 60 mdesfiom the Paci@ Gas Transmission Company’s (PGT’s)
main fransmisswn line east of Spohne to the project site. This pipeline mullbe owned and operated
by PGT. PGT will also secure the licensesfor, and construct, the pipeline.

The gaspipdine must be ltied by th Federal Energy Reguhfoq Commission (FERC), and
EFSEC has no jurisdiction over fhaf pipeline. B#ore licensing fhe pipeline, FERC will conducf an
environmental review of fhe proposal pursuant fo the Nafional Environment Policy Acf. Neifher
EFSEC nor fhe presenf applicants (CSWE and WA) control fhe exfenf or nature of FERCS
environmental review.

The Applicants submiffed m;ffen festimony addr~sing fhe environmental impacfs of the natural gas
pipeline. (Prepard Testimony of WdfiedG. Thomas,and Rebutti Testimony of John D. tisady.)
EFSEC eventually ruled fhat’since if did nof have jurisdiction over tk gas pipeline, any fesfimony
rehted fherefo was irrelevant. The Applicants fher~ore withdrew fhe f~fimony which fhey had .
submiffed regarding the pipeline.

The confenfs of an environmental impacf sfafmf prepared u~ fhe Sfafe Environmental Policy -
Acf (SEPA) may be broader fhan EFSECs jurisdiction. The SEPA Rules, in WAC197-ll~60(4)(b),
sfafe thaf an agency shall nof limif ifs consideration of enm.ronmenfal impacfs only fo fhose within ifs
jurisdiction: Sime fhe natural gas pipdine will nof be w=frucfed“buffoY wnsfrucfion of the
NRPF, some wnstiafion of fhe impacfs of fhaf pipeline in fhe EISfor fhe NRPF may be
approptife. WAC 197-11~60-(3)(b).

The SEPA Rties ako sfafe fhaf “fhe bel of detail and tie of environmental review may vary wifh
fhe nature and timing of proposak and fheir wmponent parts” WAC 197-11~60 (5) (d). EFSEC
la& jurisdiction fo require mitigation of pipeline impacts because fti lti within fhe jurisdiction of
FERC. Even ifmifigafion were wifhin EFSEC’s jurisdiction, the SEPA Rties woti require
wns~afion of whether fhose impacts maybe mitigafed byf~al requirements.

~nh fhese circumstances, fhe required coverage of fhe natural gas pipeline in fhe SEPA EIS h nof ~
completely dear. The Applicants, however, believe fhaf if is a~ropriatefor fhe SEPA EIS fo wnsider
whefher fhere is a reasonable l%libd fhaf fhe natural gas pipeline will lmd fo significant, advme
enm.ronmenfal impacfs which W-llnof be mitigated or awtid. ~such impacts wotid resdffrom fhe
nafural gas pipeline, fhey should be wnsidered by EFSEC and the Governor as part of the SEPA
process. Impacfs which can be mifigati, and fhe defaik of fhaf mitigation, fall within fhednsive
jurisdiction of FERC.

For fhe above reasons, fhe Applicants are submitting fhe Prepared Testimony of Wilfred G. Thomas
and fhe Rebuttal Tesfimony (&uding etiibifs) of John D. &sady as comments to fk DEIS. Mr. .
Thomas and Mr. Cassady are bofh employed by Paa~ Gas Tmnsmission Company, and arefamiltir
with environmental mitigation maures employed on natural gas pipelines. The tetimony of bofh
supporfs fhe conclusion reacti by Mr. Thomasthaf “even ~one assumes a worsf case scenario wifh ~



respect to environmental impactsfiom fhe pipeline, fried and fesfed mmsures exisf fo mifigafe fhose
impacfs fo acceptable levels” (p.7).

FERC has sfandard wefland and waferbody consfrucfion mitigation procedures, a requirement for an
erosion confrol, revegefafion, and maintenance pkn, and guidelines for reporting on culfural .
resources invesfigafions+ll of which would be applied fo fhe nafural gas pipeline. Mifigafing
measures discussed in fhe affached testimony address erosion confrol, sfream crossings, wefbnd
crossings, projection of endangered pknfs and animals, noxious weed confrol, and hisforic and
cultural resource projection, as well as ofher possible impacfs. PGT has expen.ence in constructing
major natural gas pipelines w.fhouf siguz~nf tiverse long-ferm impacfs; fhere is no reason fo
e~ecf fhaf co~kfion of fti approxhnafely 60-mile line w~l be any diflerenf. .

The DEIS (af pp. 1-9,1-10,3-25, and $34) mentions possible impac~sfiom comprffisor sfafions.
There will be no compressor sfafions required for fhis pipeline, so fheserefwencesshould be delefed. ~

Fact Sheet

Fave i, second~ara=auh.he 4

Currenfly reads: . . . ofwhi& lessthan380 acresW bewed...

Should read: . . . ofwhichlessthm 140 acresti be impacted. me footprint of the fadties , 2
permanently impacts 75 acres; 70 acres of agrictiturd lands and 5 acres of thre~tip
sagebrush/Idaho fesme habitati me remaining 65 acres @be tempordy disturbed
during construction of an undergromd gas pipeke, an underground water pipeke, and
grading for the area used for the co~ection of stormwater runoff into the stormwater
retention pond.

Section 1.4.1.2Cbate

a-F ~e 1 9, Mitimtion Measures-1ast sentence

Currenfly reads: However,some power plant devdopers have volunt~y offered offset for
gredouse gases. 3
This senfence shotid be dekfed since fhis is an tiiforial mmmenf.

Fourthuaranauhinswtion,lines2.3,4,ands

Currenfly r- However, carbon diotide (CO,) emissions from the WF @ contribute to
the ~dative impad of greenhouse gases. me increment contribution of the ~F is in
itse~ not considered si@cant, although the ~dative impact of global w-g maybe
significant ~ is discussed in Won 42. 4
Should rd However,carbondiotide(CO,)emissionsfromtheMF may contributeto
greenhousegases.me inmementicontributionofthe~F Siteetisionsisk itsdfnot
consideredsignificant.me relationshipofcarbon&otideemissionsfromthe~F Siteto
globalwarmingisdiscussedinSection4.2



Section 1.4.1.5Water Quality

Page 1–12. first ~arawa~h

Currently reads: Wastewater from employee sanitary fafities, service s*, etc., W be
routed to a septic system and transferred to the wastewater dis&arge pond.

Should rti Wastewater from employ= sanitary fatities, stice sW, etc., W be routed
to a pa&age sewage treatment system and transferred to the evaporation pond.

This revised language is consistent with the rest of the docurnenk (See Section 2.1.5.8
Sanita~ Wmtewater Treatment, page 2-29for r~erence to an aerobic digestion pachge
sewage treatment system) A pacbge treatmntpbt is not cowi&red a septic ~stem ad
uses an anaerobic digestion process.

Section 3.1.2S Mitigating Measurs ~F Site)

pa~e >25, line 4

Currenfly reads: However, COZemissionsfromthe~F @ contributetothe-dative
impactofgreenhousegases.Theinmementicontributionofthe~F isinitse~n-et
consideredsignific&t,dhough the~tiativeirnpadofglobalwarmingmay be
si@cm~ W isdiscussedinSe&on 42

Shodd read: However, CO, emissions from the ~F may contribute to greenhouse gases.
The inmementi contribution of the ~F Site efisions is in i&W not considered
significant. The rdationsfip of c&bon diodde emissions from the WF Site to global
warming is @msed in %tion 42.

Section 3.1S.1 Mting Conditions

~a~e >28. Table 3.2

Hourly emissions ofcarbon monoti shotid be 56 and annual emissions should be 249 tons perymr.

This.~@ects fhe drafl permif &sued by’EFSEC dafed November 1994.

Section 3.1S2 hpacts ~F Site)

~a~e >29, last Dara~u h. tine I

Mod4ed Ambient Air Qutity Concentrations

Curr~fly reads: Two EPAdevdoped computer dispersion mod~ were wed to estimate the
ambient air po~utant concentrations caused by the contro~ed emissions from the ~F
turbines: the =T2 model was used to evaluate do=range imps- resdtig from
btiding w&e effwts; ad the COMPL~l computer modeI was used to cdtiate the long-
range kpab wifi the elevated terrain near Creston Butte and wifi the Spoke hdian
Rese~ation.

Should rti: Two EPA4eveIoped computer dispersion mod~ were used to estiate the
ambient air po~utant concentrations caused by the contro~ed emissions from the ~F
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. .

turbines: the I~T2 modd was used to evaluate impacts in flat terrain. The CO~LEXl
model and ~T2 were both wed to evaluate impacts in intermediate terrain, whifi is
defied as areas above sta& top but below plume height. Creston Butte and areas within
the Spokane md Coltie kdian Reservation were identified as areas tith intermediate
terrti

Section 3.1S.2

Page 3-30

Table 3.4

%follom.ng underlined wrrcfions are ~de to Table 3.4:

Class I hpa~ Class II Impact

. Currently reads Shuld read Currently rd SWd read

NOX(titi) ~ 0.025 m 0.86 M

P~o (mud) 0.005 m. 0.15 u

P~O (24hour) 0.14 u 12.0 u

Tti r~ecfs fti $rafi pmif &sued by EFSEC &fed Novmber 1994.

Section 3.ISQ “

Thfollom.ng underlined wrr~fions are d fo fti resulfs in Table 3.5:

*F.Modeled Toti . ‘ ‘
hpad

Stiuld read:
Concentration

sbula r~d:
Currently rd: Currenfly reads: ~

10

NOX(annd) 0.86 - M 12 B

CO (l-hem) 766.0 u 1,931

CO (&hour) 220.0 a 1385 u

P~o (mud) 0.15 .U 13 B

P~O (24hour) 12.0. M 98 B

Ttis r$ecfs tk draff pmif hsued by EFSEC &fed Novmber 1994.
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Section 3.1.3.2

Page 3-31

Table 3.6

The fo~owing corrections are made to Table 3.6

M=imum Impact

Cu~enfly reads: Sbuld rd:

k=e 1.7 x 104 3.0x lti

Formaldehyde 2.0x 14 3.1 x lF

.

11

T& r~ects fk draff pmif issued by EFSEC dafed Novmber 2994.

Section 3.1S.2

Page 3–32.IastDWmD h. fine 8

Currently Reads: h dl cases, the modded hges in fie rbwater pH were smd rdative to
the assumed basehe pH, and the overd pH values of the ephemeral and permanent water
bodies was witi the toIermce level tit might indimte adverse effeck on arnphibi~.
Therefore, it was concluded that the WF wodd not =use adverse impacts on sensitive
animal spties in the Class I areas.

Sbuld read: k W cases, the modded hges in the rainwater pH were sm~ relative to the 12
assumed baseke pH, and the over~ pH values of the ephemeral and permanent water
bodies were witi the toIermce levd that might indimte adverse eff- on amphibi~z

,

except for one amphibian spedes. h the Spohe kdim Reservation, rainwater pH was
predicted to be 5.3 using conservative methodology. The Tiger Salamander was identified .
as having a potential impact threshold of pH 53. -use of the conservative methodolo~
used in the tiysis, it was concluded that the ~F wodd not cause adverse impati on
sensitive ~d spedes in the sass I areas.

H.m

--
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Section 3.13.2

Page 3-33

Table 3.7

Thefollom-ng underlined corrciions are mde to the results in Table 3.7:

Background Inmemntal Predided
Loading Change hpad
Rate

Cmendy Shotid Currentiy Shotid Currendy Shodd
reads read reads read reads read 13

Mpine
Lakes

G1atier
Peak

Pasayten

North
@cades

Spokane
hdim
Restin

0.002 0011-

0.017 m

0.002 m

2.9 M 0.053 m 3.0

This r+ects the draft pmit issued by EFSEC dated Novmber 1994.

Section 3.1.6.2 tipa~ @lants and ~fials)

?a~e %58, first DaramaDhin WfldEfe section, lines 5

Shodd add this senten~ fo fhe end of fhe para~apk No dtid time habitat M be
impacted, and d weflands and wefland setba& W be avoided.

Page 3-58. smond ummu h in Wfidlife swtion. lines 1 and 2

Currently r~: hpacts to time are considered signifimt. This determination is based
on the amount of habitat impacted and assodated tipab on time by inme~ed fight,
noise, and inmeased human activity and inaeased industrid ativities in the area.

Should read bpacts to time W not be significant The permanent construdon
footprint at the NRPF Site is 75 aaes, of whi& 70 ames are now agridturd fidds (as noted
previous 3-51). These fiel& are tiely to provide resident habitat for ti~e s~es.
Wfltife maybe impacted by the construction and operation of the NRPF Site, but the
mitigation measures addressed in the fo~owing stions were designed to suffitientiy offset
any permanent habitat losses. The loss of 5 aaes of tietip sagebrush/Idaho fesme, while
adverse to Wdfife, is not considered significant in view of the remtigundisturbed
habitat on the site and the mitigation proposed for that acreage.

14
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raqe3-59,last line

This sentena refers to a breeding smon (~rch 1 fo August 15), buf it doa not indimfe whaf
species thebreeding season isfor, nor does if ~hin fhe relevanq fo fhis szfion.

Limifafions on fiming are usually resmedfor fhe sensifive periok of Endangered and Thrmfened
species.

Section 3.1.6.3 Mitigating Measures

pave 342,first uarama~h h ~F Site swtion, hes 1, 2. and 3

Currently reads: Vegetation- The loss of tietip sagebrush/Idaho fesae habitat in eastern
Washington shodd be quantified and the conversion of agridturd land bak to this type
of habitat shodd be considered. It may be advisable to have a biologist on+ite during
titid gratig of the ~F site to identify sensitive s~es of plants during construction
activities. Sensitive plants codd be tr-planted to a neighboring area with stiar .
Aaracteristia.

Should read: Vegetation- To mitigate the Ioss of the 5aaes of thr=tip sagebrush/Idaho
fescue and 70 acres of agridti land to be permanency affected by the projwt, the
appficant proposes to tempor~y ~te gr=ing on tie remaining portion of the
rangeland for a period of three to five years to Wow r~tabkhment of the mtive
vegetation Thereafter, gr=ing of those areas wotid be flowed on a managed basis
consistent with habitat qu~ty.

,.
pa~e 342, third uarama~h in ~F Site section, ~ies 1. 2. and 3

Currenfly reads: W* control ti include, where appropriate, preconstrudon treatment
and removal, estabhhment of washdom stations at the edge of infested areas, and
inspection of borrow materi~ for evidence of weed species. At the washdown statiom,
high-pressure water W be wed to dean construction equipment to ~e the
Waood that weed seeds codd be spread from infested to non-infested areas. W borrow
material areas W be tipected to ensure they do not harbor notious weeds.

Para~aph shotidbe deleted. Control measures will vary and may i~lude b~d sprap”ngin some
areas and ofher mefhods nof ouflined above in ofher areas. Furf~ore, wafer may be limited,
~pectiliy during the initial wnstifion phases. .

Pave ~ 2, fifth ~aramauh in ~F Site section. lines 1 and 2

Currenfly rtis: It maybe advisable to have a biologist on+ite during initial grading of the
~F site to identify sensitive species of time during construction activities. E found,
sensitive animal speaes codd be moved to another lwatiom

Should delefe etifing paragraph and repk= witk The temporary~tion ofgrmin~and
themanagementofgr=inghereafter,W enhancethesiteforti~e, andW offsetany
minimallossesofhabitatfitioti valuesasstiatedwiththeprojectTheavoidanceof
weflandsduringprojectconstructionti *O benefithabitatvalues.Furthermore,the
stormwaterretentionandevaporationponds@ bedesignedandconstructedinamanner
thatisas“time friend~asthedesignparametersforheirprimarypurposeW 41ow.
SuchconsiderationstilincludeSWOW khorekeslopes,sh~ow wateralongthe
shorehe,andearthenbermsplantedwithnativevegetation

..
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Section 3.2.1.1Existing Conditions

Page 3-70, first Daramu h under heading Site Conditions; swond sentence

Appendix G do~ nof contain fhe bfest noise fechniml report (attached), which was proutied to
EFSEC as parf of fhe hearings fesfimny.

Section 3.2.2.1 Existing Conditions (Application of Existing Plans and Ordinancw)

Currenfly ra& Finfly, the plan proposes *t the site continue to be used for agrititure.

Delefe fhe senfence. This hnd is pr~enfly wned a~.dfural and W-llremin so ~fh WF k nof
pemiffed. However, fhe phn clmrly sfafes fhaf industrial develop~f on hnd of wrg”nal value for
a~.culfural use is allowed and encouraged. This sife k on pound fhaf is wnsidered fo have
mr~”nal valuefor a~”culfural use.

To state tbt tk phn “proposes” agricultural use of the site in incorrect.

Section 3.23.2 hpacts

Page 3–1 19. last paragraph. line 1 and 2

Currenfly reads: my 29 permanent jobs wodd be created for fadty operation, and WA
e~ects to ~ approximately M of these plant jobs with Iocd residtits. The increase in
Iocd poptiation of 14 operation workers md their f~es wodd restit in an insignificant
increase in dtiand for recreation fa~ties in the project ticinity.

Should read Twenty-tie permanent jobs wodd be created for fadty operation, and
~A/m =pects to M these pl&t jobs with Iocd residen~ to the degree possible. The
increase in popdation caused by the plant workforce shotid not be significant.

The Applicanf has never a~eed fhaf fheywdd provide lowk wifh ha~of fhe operafion jobs avaikble.
Howevti, the Applimnt has a~eed fo hire as mny loml people as possible. ‘

Section 3.2.33 Mitigation M*ur~ ,. . .

Pa~e 3-120

Currenfly rds: A good faith effort W be made to hire approfiately ~ of the
permanent workers for the project horn the local commtities.

20

21

22
“

23

Should read: A good faith effort W be made to hire permment workers for the project from
the Iocd communities.

I
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See comment for Section 3.2.3.2.

Section 3.2.7.2 Impacts, Law Enforcement

Pa~e 3-165. Daramph 3. line 4

Currently reads: ... by adtig onetothreeadditiotistaffmembers.U&-migranttravdto
workviacarpook,thereti beanestimated100carsused(3peoplepercar)andreqtie
theadditionofthreepatrolofficersandonejail/radiooperator.U in-migrantstraveltothe
sitebybus,oneaddtiondLincohCountypoficeofficerW beneeded@q 1W4).

Should read . . . by adtigonetothreeadditiondstaffmembers.If in-migrants travd to
Work via car pooh, there ti be an estimated 100 cars wed (three people per car), whi~
til require the addition of three patrol officers and one jd/radio operator. U in-migrants
travel to the site by bus, one additioti Lincoh County pofice officer ~ be needed (~
194).

24

~n Dan Berry, Linwln County SWJ, wasfirst wnfacted he said fhaf one ~ofhree polti ofiwrs
my be n=dd. Afiwfirfher information was provided fo him on qcfed worti popuhtion and
number of vehicles e~ecfed fo be on fhe Linwln Counfy roads, he seemti fo fhiti only one additional
police oflcer wouti”be needed. The rationale provided in fhe Drafl EIS implies fhaf when an
additional 100 mrs are e~ecfed in Lizoln County, fhree pafrol ofimrs would be newssary, or one
oficer per 33 ars. This seems fo be high when comparing fhe usual rafio of patrol ofimrs fo vehicles
per day in more higtiy popuhfed areas.

Section 3.2.7S Mitigating Measur~

page 3–168. fmt Dara guh in smtion. line 4

Currenfly ruds: A poptiation monitoring progrti wodd d~ent the number of
,

workers, My members, and secondary employment popdation that m-in the Iocd
Lmcoh county Cofiunities.

Should read: A popdation monitoring program wo~d d~ent the number of workers, 25
number of fdy membem, and locations of construction workers’ residences h Lincoh
county.

Secotiy employment is nof being monifored bmuse if is insignz~nf. Primay employment (fhe .
NRPF constifion worhs) will be monifored.

Section 4.2 G1obd Wining

Pape 4-2.~arama?h 2.line 2

Currenfly rea~: MF may contributetoglobalwarming.

Should rad: ~F may contributeadditiondCO,erniskiomtofieatmosphere.
.

26
Note: If is fhe applimnf’s position fhaf fhe scienf$c community is undecided as fo whefher CO, and
other greenhouse gases un lead fo global warming. The applianf conwdes fhaf fhe NRPF will
release C02 info fhe atmosphere. The applimnf’s consultinfs have shown and fesft~ed fhaf fhe NRPF

—
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will displam ofher krge COZmitters in fhe re~”on. Therefore, fhe N-F will resulf in a net
reducfion of COZproduction in the Paa~c Northwest.

. .
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LETTER “N”RESPONSES

N-1 to
N-15 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2

(Corrections and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

N-16 Comment noted.

N-17 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2
(Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

N-18 Comment noted. Changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections and
Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

N-19 Comment noted. Changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections and
Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

N-20 Comment noted. The Find Noise Technical Report w~ be attached to the Ftid EIS.

N-21 to
N-26 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2

(Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.



LETTER “O”

KVA Resources and CSW Ener~ Editorial Suggestions for the

NRPF Drti Ers .

Fact Sheet

Laze i, second ~arama~h, fie 1:

Currentlyreads: WA Resources, tic., and Central =d Southwest fiergy, he (CS~
propose to cons&uct a...

1
Should rind: ~A Resources, hc. WA) and Centi and South West Wergy, kc. (-)
propose to construct a...

Both CSWE and CSW Energy, Inc. are correct; CSW, however, r$ms b the parent company.

~age i, fourth Daramauh

Currently r~ds: me proponentsareWA Resources, kc and H hergy, hc

ShouM rd me proponents are WA and CS~. .

~a~e iv-v, Table 1:

Table 1 is misleadin~ because if imores ch 80.50 RC W and lkfs vermits and avvrovds which are
either issued &vfhe EFSEC or wtich are nof reauired for fhe MPF..

rape iv, fourth element of Table 1: “

. Why k the D~artment of Ecology Enp.ueering and Technti S& brok ouf separafdyfiom
fhe resf of fhe Department of Ecology?

Section 1.1Background

~aqe 1-1, &s t Daramauh,lines5and&
Currently rds: . . . independent.power produca: WA Resour-, tic ad Central ad
southwest %ergy, kc. (cs~.

ShouH read: . . . kdependent power produ-= WA Resour-, hc WA) and Centi
and %Uti West ~ergy, hC. (m).

, Sectiori 1.3.1Proposed Action @referred Ntemative)

a~ ~e 14, first uaramaDh in section, ke &

Currenfly r~s: . . . resdting k HO surface water distig~

Should id: . . . restitig h =o *charge to surface water.

Paqe 14, second DaramaDh in section, kes 24

2

-3

4 ,

5

6.

Currenfly reads: me WF W require approtiatdy 55 to 70 @ens per &ute @m) (3.5
to 4.4 titers per second) for me in bofier m~eup, cookg, gened process applications, and 7
as a domestic water supply.

EO~,~ 1



Should read: . . . approtiately 55 to 75 @OnS per minute . . .

The N~F ordinarily needs only 70 @m for plant operations. The additional 5 gpm isfor the
domestic wat~ supply needs. Tfi is wnsistent with the Water Supply Optjon Agrement approved
by fhe Town of Cresfon and f~ Applimnf.

Figure 1-1 should be repk~d wifh a$gure fhaf wnveys fhe mosf complefe wefknd and habitaf dafa. 8
Smh afigure was produwd by CSWEfor submif~ fo EFSEC as part of fhe posf-hearing matm”al.

Se~ion 1.4.1.3Air Quafity

Pave 1-10, fourth ti DaranaDh,hes 3and4

Currenfly rinds: fi qutity impati of the natird gas pipehe (e.g., compressor stations)
have not been assessed for this =. 9
Shoti read: hcrementi air qdty impati of the *ting na~d gas piphe (e.g.,
‘compressor stations) have not been assessed for this ~. No new compressor stations are
reqfied.

Currenfly reads: . . . constructionmanagement measures, such as water spra~g and
wastig vehicle wheek. . . 10

.. Shod read: . . . construdonmmagemmt measures, sufi as water spraying, wastig ‘.
vehicle wh~, mdreduced speed tits for construction vehicles.

Sedion 1.41.5Water Quafity

Cumenfly rds: On-Site RetentionPond
11 ‘

Shoti read: On-Site Ponds

~a~e 1-11, first uaramuh in S* on, hes 4 and 5

Currenfly rd: . . . whether the tied ponds are le~g and whether con~ ts from the
tied pond are leafig.; . 12
Shodd read: . . . whether the ~ed evaporation ponds are lefig and whe~er
contaminantts from the tied stormwater pond are Ieaching...

Section 1.4.1.6Plants and Animals

rape 1-13, third ~aramauh in swtion, ~ies 3 and 4

Currently rwds: fierecotidbesigrdficantimpactscoddinM shrub...

..’ -Should read: mere cotid be significant impacts in MI shrub . . .
13

~ Section 1.4.2.2 Land and Shoreline Use

Page 1-17,second uarama~h, Ene 1:



Currently reads: . . . is not considered necessary in given . . . 14
Should read: . . . is not considered necessary given . . .

Section 1.4.2.3 Recreation

~a~e 1-17, second ~aramaDh in section, lines 2 and 3

Currently rtis: Athough BPA is coordinating with the aty on tower placement, the project
codd permanently lessen the parks ustiess, and wodd lead to a significant impact

15
Should read:Mthough BPA is coortiating with the aty on tower placement, the project
codd perrnanenfly lessen the par~s use~ess, and depentig upon the degree of
intrusion codd Iead to a significant impact.

Section 1.4.24 Visual and Aesthetic Resources

~a~e 1-18. second DaramaDhin sechon, hes 3 and 4

Currently reads: ;.. fa~~s night-time security Eghting and wodd dirdy see the anti- .
co~ion fights on the emission sta&. ,

Should read: . . . fa~ty’s night-time security fighting. 16

Becausethesth are ks than200fet in height,noanfiallision lightsare required,per FM AC
7op460-lH.

P ges 118 an 119. last ?ara~aph that b-on 1-18 and continues on 1-19:a- d-

Currently rd: Measures designed to mitigate titi impacts of the proposed fa~ty
include pIating pine tree stids to screen the fa~ty as much as @ssibIe, painting the
btidin~ earth-tone colors to blend with the lmdscape, paintig fie bust sta& a fight ‘
color to blend with thes% and mountains, and planting deaduous and evergreen trees to
blend with the ~ aesthetic of tie project area

17

Should read: Measures designed to mitigate visti impacts of the proposed fafity’indude
planting native trees to screen the fatity and painting the btitigs earth-tone colors to
blend with the landscape.

paces 1-18 and 1-19. mder ~ti~tion Mess me.

No statmnt is mde aboututilking~aralkling &fingROWs. 18

Section 1.4.k6 Transportation
.“

~a~e 1-20, Iast ke

Currenfl~ reads: me impacts W be concentrated on State Route 2...

Should read: The tipacts W be concentrated on U.S. F~erd Mghway 2... . 19
Through theentire documt, StateRoute2 shotid bechangedto U.S. Ftieral Highway2. .

Section 1.4.2.7 Public Services and Utilities

~a~e 1-22, third ~aratiaDh, line 3

EOIT.~ 3.
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Currently reads: A good faith effort W be made to hire approtiatdy hdf of the
permanent workers for the project from the Iocd communities. h addition, a good faith
effort W be made to hire as many construction workers from the local kbor pooL

Shodd rad: A good faith effort W be made to hire construction and permanent workers
for the project from the local communities.

Section 2.121 General Plant Description

Pave 2-2. first uarama~h in section, kes 2 and 3

Currenfly reads: . . . consisting of four MS7221FA combustion turbines . . ..

Shodd read: . . . consktig of four General Hectric W7221FA combustion”tibines or
equivalent . .

rape 2-2. first DaramaDhin section, lines 5 and 6

Cumenfly reads: CMg capabfity of the irdet air ~ be provided.

Should read: No Met air cookg is provided.

Section 2.12.2 Major Facilities .

?a~e 2-5, Fime 2-2

Fipre 2-2 shouldbe repkd wifhajpre fhafconveysthemostcompletewefknd and habifafdata.
S& afipre wasproducedby CSWEjor submiffalfoEFSEC aspartof fhe posf-tiring maferial. -

,, Section 212.3 Cycle Design

. last u&maDh (continfig.on Da5e 2-14}

Curreufly rd: me generating fa~ty consists of two combined<yde units, each
containing two combustion tibine generators, one steam tibme generator, and two
-s. me combustion tibine section is na~~-fired. fie combustion turbine
discharges hot ~ust gases to the.= for the production of steam for w in the steam
cycle. Steam horn each p’ti of =s is combined md routed to a separate steam turbine
generator. Main steam conditions ti be 1,40 po~ds per square ti~ gauge (psig), or 9.7
MegaPascd ~pa-g) at l,OOO°F(538°C), and r&eat conditions @ @ 318 pomds per square
in~ absolute (psia), or 22 MegaPasd ~pa-a) and l,OOO°F(538°C). h addition, a low-
pressure ~P) evaporator.ti be provided to produce steam at 80 psig (05 Mpa~) and
432°F (222°C) for injection into the W tibine for additiod output. Each H is of triple
pressure design, wfich includes a separate deaerator. . . -

ShouU read: me generating fafity consists of two combinedgde power blocks, each
containing two combustion turbine generators, one steam tibine gen&ator, md two
-s. me four (4) combustion turbines are ~turd~-fied. Ea& combustion turbine
discharges hot ~ust gases to an H for the production of steam. ”Steam from each pair
of-s is combined and routed to a steam turbine. Ea& of the four (4) combustion
turbines and.two (2) steam tibhes rotates a direct coupled detic generator.
Approtiate main stew conditions to the steam tibine W be 1,485 pounds per square
inch, absolute (psia), or 10.2 MegaPascd ~pa-a) at 884°F (4~,°C), and reheat conditions
wi~ be 357 pounds per square inch, absolute (psia), or 2.5 MegaPascd ~pa-a) and 838°F

20
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(Q8°C). h addition, a low-pressure ~) evaporator wi~ be provided to produce steam at
80 psia (0.55 Mpa-a) and 487°F (253°C) for injection into the LP turbine for additiond
output. Each His of tripl-pressure design, which hdudes a separate deaerator. .

Thesechangesreject fhe kfesf modelingresultsfor fhe aircooledsysfem,and fher#ore,supersede
Sife Cerf$ufe Applicationdafabasedon fheprmious watercooleddesip.~

Cumentlyrinds: Steam from the LP turbine is exhamted to the surface condenser where it is
condemed. 25
Should read: Steam from the LP turbine is exhausted to the air cooled condenser where it k
condensed.

Currenfly reads: Each tibine W exhaust downward to a surface condenser.
26

Should read: Each turbhe @ exhawt to an air cooled cond~.

raze 2-15. fourth Daramauh, Iines 6 and Z

Currenfly rds: me ~ (about 1,400 psia/l,OOO°For 9.7 Mpa-a/538°C), ~ (about 320
psia/l,OOO°For 2.2 Mpa-a/538°C), and W (about 70 psia/432°F or 0.5 Mpa-a/222°C) levek
are . . . 27
Should read: me ~ (about 1,45 psia/884°F or 10.2 Mpa-a/473°C, P (about 357 psia/838°F
or 2.5 Mpa-a/448°C,”and LP (about 80 psia/487°F or 0.55 Mpa-a/253°C Iev& ae. . .

Thesechangesr@cf fhe bfest modelingrdfsfor tb air woledsystem,and ther~ore,supersede
Sife Cerf~cafe Application&fa basedon fheprmious waferwoleddesi~ .

Section 2.1.2.6 Bdanc&of-Plant-Mechanicd

Currenfly reads: Single shd, tw~pass, divided water box surface condenser

Delefe fhisbtilef.

Pave 2-16. third bdeti

Currenfly reads: wee Wapacity ‘tidating water preps

Should wd: me air<ooled condenser, with approximatdy 24 CW

Currenfly reads: A ti<apaci~ dosedgde, air<ooled, heat exbge system

Should read: A ti<apaaty dosedgde, cookg water, heat exchange system

Section 2.1.2.7 BaIanc&of-PIant-Electrical

~a~e 2-17, last btilet on uaqe, lines $$

EOIT.W
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Curreutlyrads: Ml of the breakers in a ring bus are of sufficient capacity to carry all of the
local generation capacity. If there is a fadt on any part of the ring, the power may be routed
in the opposite direction around the ring. Metering of net output till ako be coordinated
with BPA.

Shouldread: Either a ring bus or a breaker-and-a-hdf configuration is antiapated. M of the
breakers in tie stitchyard are of sufficient capacity to carry W of the Iocd generation
capaaty. If there is a fatit on any part of the bus, the power may be routed through another
path to the transmission interconnect. Metering of net output W &o be coordinated with
BPA.

Pa~e 2-18, first btilet

Currenfly r~s: . . . medium voltage (~k~ motors . . .

Shouldread: . . . medium voltage motors . . .

Pa~e 2-19. second Ml uarawauh

Currenfly reads: The design and initiation of the electrical system W be in compliance
with the Natioti Electric Code.

Shouldread:.The design and initiation of the dectricd system W be in compliance with
the Natioti Electric Code and the National Electric Safety Code.

Section 21.28 Other Site Improvements

rage 2-20, third Daramauh

Currenfly reads: A conventioti farm fence of woven wire topped with two strands of
barbed wire ti be constructed around the entire site bomdary.

Shouldread: A conventioti farm fence with five strands of barbed wire ti be constructed
around the entire site bound~.

Page 2-20. fourth uaramauh. fies 3-5:

32

The kst senfence correcffystates: ‘Tenting heights W be 7 feet (2.1 meters) in d areas mcept
around the stitching statio~ which M be 8 feet (2.4 meters):’ This & an inconsistency
carriedoverfiom thea~licafion. Pleasedoa smrchfor the“8”f~f and rpkce it mgfha “7”feef as
if aWliesfo th mlosuref~ e-f around fk sm.fchingsfafion. There is inconsistencymothfhe
7feet heighfasfollms:

Page2-31,firsf bullefshouti read: htdation of a 7-foot-high enclosure fence.

Page3-39, Sformwater,shoti read: To prevent any inadentd erosion off+ite, a 7-foot
enclosure fence around . . .

Pave 2-21, second fu~ Darama~h, line 1:

Currentlyreads: The stormwater retention pond W...

31

33

34

35

36
Shouldrind: The evaporation pond ti...

Paqe 2-22, second set of bdets, btilet 5

EOIT.00S



Currentlyrads: Fuel delivery road 37
Deletebullet

Section 2.1.4 Water Supply System

race 2-23. odv narama~h in section, kes 14

Currentlyrtis: fie ~F project W require approfiatdy 79,200 to 100,800 @ens per
day &d) (55 to 70 gpm), or 300 cubic meters per day for use in bofier m~eup, general
process applications, and as a domestic water supply for tie fafity. me nornind water
usage is e~ected to be in the rmge of 55 to 70 gpm 38
Shouldrd: me ~F project @require approtiatdy 79,200 to 100,800 @ens per day
(gpd) (55 to 75 gpm), or 300 cubic meters per day for use in botier m~eup, general process
app~cations, md * a domestic water supply for the fatity. me notid water usage is
eWected to be in the range of 55 to 75 gpm.

The N~F ordinarilyneedsonly 70 ~mforpbnt operations. Theadditional5~m isfor the
domesticwatersupply needs. % iswnsisientm.th the WaterSupplyOptionA~eement approved
by fheTownof Crestonand fheAppltinf.

Section 21.5 Wastewater Discharge System

~ape 2-23, first ~arama~h in section. Yie 3:

Currenfly rds: . . . resdting.in zero water discharge.

Shouldread: . . . resdting in zero process wastewater &charge.

Section 21.5.1 Pretreatment System

2-24, ordv Darama~h in sectiom

39

Currentlyrtis: k the pretreatment system, be, coa-t, and coa@ant air maybe used
in a clarifier to reduce sus~ded sofids, sfit, turbidity, color, and co~oids if required.
CMorination k *O added at the clarifier. me product water is then fltered for ~er 40
sotids removal. me flter residue is routed to the evaporation pond

Delefesecfion.

Section 21.5.2 Demineralize System

Currenfly reads: me deminerb is used to further treat a portion of the Htered water to
use as m~eup. . . 41
ShouU read: me derniner~er is used to treat a portion of tie water supply to use as
mdeup. . .

Section 2.1.5.3 Steam Cycle Blowdown’

~a~e 2-29, odv Daramauh in section, third line

Currenfly rinds: . . . bottom of the evaporator where particles co~ect. 42

EOIT.~



Should read: . . . bottom of the HK drums where particles co~ect.

Section 21.5.5 Pretreatment System Wastewater

Fa~e 2-29, odv varamauh in section

Currenfly reads: ~ wastewater is composed of a tigh concentration of the SOU* found in
the water supply with he, coa~ant, coa@ant air, and tiorine horn the clarifier. 43
Delefeparapaph.

Section 21.6’Stormwater Control System

~a~e 2-30. third varamavh in section, lines 1 and 2

Cuwmfly reads: M storage tanks W have secondary conhent with discharge valves
kept in the dosed position.

44
Should rd M ofl storage containers, such as lube ofi storage tanks, transfohers, etc., wi~
have secondary containment as required by federd and Wmhington State spfi control
re~ations.

Section 2.1.7.1 Proposed System of Heat Dissipation

~a~e 2-33, first varamauh in section:

Currenfly reads: me cootig system that W serve the condensing ~d coobg needs of the
fatity has two major compon~ts: a steam turbine condenser, and -sting water for 45
cootig major equipment within the fadty.

Delefe fhe &tire paraqapk

Fave 2-33, fourth uaramavh in section, lines 1 and 2
#

Cuweufly reads: me condenser finnd tubes~ordernents are arranged in an A-fi”ae
ontitation so that the steam passes through the tubes h a counterflow orientation

,
Should read: me condtier tied. tubes or elements are arranged in the A-frame
orientation me steam passes don through the tubes counterflow to the air and
condenses.

46

Section 2.1.9.2 Construction-Craft and Non-Craft Employment

Pave 24, last sentence on ua~e

Currenfly rtis: Separate contracts and independwt workforces ti be used to instfi ofhite
gas and water pipeke fa~ties. . .

47
Should read: Septiate contracts ~d independent workforces W be used to instd offsite
gas pipties and transmission fadties.

Section 2.2 No Action Mtemative

Pave 248, second varama~h, second bulleti

Currenfly r&ds: . . . by the Board of Commissioners of Lmcok.

EOIT.W
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Should read: . . . by tie Board of Commissioners of Lincoln County,

Section 2.3.1.2 HeatDissipation System

Pa~e 249, last two lines on Daqe

Currenfly reads: The “wet: cootig system had three major components: a steam tibine
condenser, a coohg tower, and &dating water for cookg major equipment within the
fac%ty.

ShouldYd: The “wet” cookg system had five major components: a steam turbine, a she~
and tube surface condenser, a coohg tower, a titiatig water system for coohg major
eqtipment within the factity, and a water m&eup piptie system.

Section 23.3 Alternative Energy Resources

Fape 2-53, line 1:

Currenfly reads: An evaluating of W of the primary energy resources...

Shouldread: k evaluation of W the primary energy resources . . .

Section 3 Affected Environm~nt, Impacts and Mitigating Measures

~a~e 3-1 , second uaramauh, line 1:

Currenfly rads: Federd and Wmhington state re~ations . . .

Shouldread: Federd md Wastigton State re~ations . . .

Section 3.1.1.1 tisting Conditions i

Faqe 3-2, DaramaDh 2, lines 2 and 3

Currenfly reads: The rob of tie Okanogan WgNy &e largdy...

Shouldread: me r- of the Okanogan Hi#ands are Iargdy...

Fa~e 3-8, third Wl Darama~h

Sweral fhousa~f~f of ‘~ofenfiallyunsfabk slopes”are identified.Suggesf @ning or qtii~ng
“pofenfiallyunstableslopes”so fhaf readersare nof unneatirily akrmed. The slopesmaybesfeep,
buf mostareprobablyquifestable-t for su~m erosion.

Section 3.1.2.1 &iSting Con&ltions .

Fa~e 3-15. bottom of Da~e,Wti~

The m.nd roser~med fo in fhisdiscusswtiisa windrosefor F stabilityand lighf windspeeds(2-3
m/see). Thisshouldnof beapplti in fhe mannerif ishere. It is rally onlya patil windrose.

Fave 3-29, Table 3.3:

For ckrifiwfion, plmseadd fhe unifs ~b/yr) for fhe EstimafedEmissionsand fhe SmallQuantify
Emisswnbfe columns.

49

.’

50

52

53 ~

54

55

Section 3.1.3.2
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~ape 3-30, second DaramaDh

Currentlyr~ds: me “PSD kcrement” is the dowable increase in the ambient concentration
above the backgrowd values. 56
Sbuld rwd: me “PSD increment” is the Wowable increme in the ambient concentration
above the b.=eke values.

Section 3.1.5.2 Impacts

~a~e 3-39, firstDaramaDhuder “Groundwater,” lines 3 and 4

Currenfly rtis: . . . is expected to provide a recharge function to the gromdwater table in
the Sinking Creek bash 57
Shuld read: . . . k expected to protide a recharge function to the groundwater table.

Section 3.1.5.3 Mitigating Measures

Pa~e 3+, last uarama~h, he 3

Currenfly rds: . . . to detect if the fied pond is leaking and whefier or not contaminants
from the tied pond are...

58
Sbtid read: . . .to detect whether the fied pond (evaporation) is leaking and whether or not
con~ ts from the -ed pond (storrnwater) are...

Section 3.1.6.1 =sting Conditions

?~w? third Daramauh, hes 1 and 2
C;;afly rds: me habitats were identied during stieys of the project site on 16 and 17
June 1993,3 and 4Jme 1994, and 16 through 19 May 1995.

SbuU read: fie habitats were identified during surveys of the project site on 16 and 17 June
1993,2 -d 3 June 1994, and 16 through 19 May 19951

Currenfly r~ds: . . .long-leaf fleabane (Ergeron corytiosus)...

. Shuld read: . . . Iong;leaf fleabane (Erigeron co~bosus) . . .

Currently rds: . . Art-is tientafa tifafa...’

Stiuld r~d: . . . Arfemia tiparfifa...

~a~e 345, fourth Ml ~aramauh. line 5

Currenfly rds: . . photographs indicated 42 isolated . . .

Stiuld read: . . . photograph indicated 43 isolated.. .

59 ‘

60

61

62

Currently reads: Most of these weflands are in the northwest portion of the site.

EOIT.W
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Deletethesentenw. Theyaredispersedfhrough thecentralpo~”onof fhe sike.

Pape 34 5, fourth M1 uarama~h, lines 7-10:

firdsfem bulrush, Olney’sbulrush,and albli wrdgrasswerelistedasdominafeson theNRPF site.
Pleaser~erence soure of.informafwz

Faqe 349, second full uaramaDh, lhe 10:

Currenfly rtis: Great Basin gopher s~es (Pifuophisaten~m)...

Should read: Great Basin gopher sties (Pifuophismeknol~ deserfiwh)...

Caten~mk a subspeh ofP. meIanoleu- fhatowurs only in wesfernOregonand Cal~ornia,and
istiown as thePmifi &pher S&.

Currently reads: . . . and mde deer have been seen at the site.

Shotid read: . . . and mde deer codd potentidy use this habitat at the site.

CH~ ~L biolo@fs did nof reporfobsm”ng~eat blueheronandgreafer yellowlegs.

Currenfly reads: Waterfowl, sufi as mflard (Ariaspkfyrhyhs) md ~on ted (Arias
ganoptera) . . .

Shodd r~ Waterfowl, su& as dard (Ariaspkfyrhywhos) and green-tiged ted (Arias
mem) . . .

Onlygreen-winged tealare reportedin CH~~ reports.

rape 3-50. Table 3.10:

CH~ ~ did nof reportseeingfhefollowing:piufe swdpin,goldeneagle,greatblueheron,
ospr~, and Swainson’shawk R#menw sourwsfor observationson WF Siteor &lefe.

64

65

66

67

68

page 3-50, Iast line on naz~
.

Bmuse thenorthern sagebrushltird is listedasa sensitivespwies,if shouldnotbe impliedfhatif 69,
owurs af fhesite,abng m.thfhelong-tailedvok.

ve 3-51, ~d fil D~a~Dh

Delefe fhe paragrapk ke @ streamstil not be impxted by theN~F Siteand are not 70
discussedebhere in fheDEIS.

~a~e 3-51,1 aSf DaramaDh,he ~

Currenfly rinds: . . . as a resdt of domestic fivestd gr-g in the 1330s and later for
moplands.

Shotid read: . . . as a resdt of domestic fivesto& gr=tig and agricdti practices.

71

rape 354,,- fifth full uaramaDh
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Currently rinds: Farming and fivestd gr=ing have reduced or degraded the original
steppe wildlife community in Washington. hy steppe, wpecidy shrub steppe, that retains
native species and supports native time is higtiy valued. 72
Should read: Farming and fivesto& gr=ing have reduced or degraded the original steppe
titife community in Washington.

Highly valuedis a subjectivedeterminationfhaf is usuallyreservedfor criticalhabifafs.

Section 3.1.6.2 Impacts

Page 3-57, first paragraph under NRPF Site, sentence 2 and 3

Currenfly reads:..~ese acres M be lost as a restit of the construction and operation of the
proposed power phmt and andary fafities. kses W include about 70 acres (28 ha) of
agricdturd vegetation and 70 acres (28 ha) of tr~tip sagebrush/Idaho fescue habitat.

73
shOuzaread: me footprini of the fadties permanently impacts 75 acres; 70 acres of
agridturd lands and 5 acres of thretip sagebrush/Idaho fescue habitat. me remtig
65 acres W be tempordy disturbed during construction of an underground gas pipeke,
an underground water pipeke, and gratig for the =ea used for the co~ection of
stormwater runoff into the stormwater retention pon&

rave 3-58, first Daramauh in WfldKfe section, liness

Shouldadd fhissenfence fo fhe end of fheparagraph No criticalti~e habitat W be
impacted, and W wetids and wetiand setba& fi be avoided. .

Faqe 3-58, second D~a~aDh mder WildIife

74

Currenfly reads: ~pacts to time are considered signifi~t. M determination is based
on the amount of habitat impactd and”assoaated impacts on fi~e by increased fight,
noise, and increased human activity and increased indwtrid activities in me area.

Should rad: hpacts to time ti not be significant me permanent construction
footprint at the ~F Site is 75 acres, of which 70 acres are now agridturd fidds (as noted

75
previous 3-51). ~ese fid& are tidy to provide resident habitat for ti~e species.
Wfltife maybe impacted by the construction and operation of the NRPF Site, but the
mitigation measures addressed in the fo~ohg sections were d~igned to suffiaentiy offset
any permanent habitat losses. me loss of 5 acres of thr~tip sagebrush/Idaho fescue, wtie

, adverse to time, is not considered si@cant in view of the remtig un&turbed
habitat on the site and tie mitigation proposed for that acreage.

,.-
Section 3.2.1.1 Existinz Conditions

‘.

raze 349, second uaramaDh under Red atorv @etiew. last three sentences

The 15,10, and 1.5 minufe eqfions are usuallynof redti foa simple2 dBA increasein fhe 76
allowablekq. .Insfead, fheL25, L8.3, and L2.5 can beuseddirecfly.

,

~ape 3-70, second uaramaDh under Site Conditions, last Wo sentences
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WA ~W~mGY WORU-SW ON NRWOMEIS

Delete lasttio senfena and r~lace wifh:“The measured nok levek shown in Table 3.15 are
given in terms of Leq, L25, U.33, and L2.5. The measured kqs can be compared direcdy
with the WAC re@ations. To compare the measured L25, L8.33, and L2.5 with the WAC
re@ations, 5 dBA, 10 dBA, and 15 dBA shodd be added to the WAC ht, as disased on
page 369.”

page 3-74, sixth ~aramauh, Yie 1:

Currenfly reads: During operation, sludge, a semi+ofid, W be produced by the cookg
tower.

Sbuld read: During operation, sludge, a semi+ofid, W be produced by the water
treatment system.

~a~e 3-79, third uaramaDh, lines 3 and 4

Currenfly reads: . . . CSW kergy, hc . . . .

Sbuld rti: . . . CS~...

Section 3.21.2 ImDacts

~aqe 3-85, first Ml ~aramauh, line Z

Currenfly reads: . . . MBA to WBA.. .(Table 3.18).

Stiuld rti: . ..36 dBA to 38 dBA... receivem.

Tk r#erm fo Table3.18 shti bedekfed asshm buuse if is fk wong r#men~

~a~e 3-85, firstMI ~arawauh, hes 9 and 10

Currenfly rads: These modded lev~ are higher than the nighttime and daytime
ba&ground lev&, and are fierefore expeded to be audible at the residential receivers.

Sbuld read: ~ese modeled leveh are higher than the night-time ba&ground Iev&, and
may be audible at tie residential receivers if startup operations acurred at night

~a~e 3-85, first Ml DaramaDh,lines 10 and 11:

Currenfly reads: However, the modded lev~ are less than the r~ated daytime tits for
residential areas.

Shuld read: Delefe fti serif=.

pave 3-85. first Ml DaramaDh,last sentence

Currenfly reads: Therefore, the start-up operations wotid comply with the state noise tits
if tiey were conducted during the day.

77

78

- 79

80

Sbuld read: Startup operations wodd comply with the WAC daytime and night-time
Mts.

~a~e 3-87, first M ~arama~h, line 3:

Currenfly reads: . . .siteand breed as it is used. . .

mm.m 13

82

83

84



Should read: . . site and burned as it is used. . .[run-on words]

Section 3.2.1.3 Mitigation Measures

Pave 3-91, last DaramaDh on Daqe, he 3:

Currenfly ruds: . ..cm&ergy. he....

Should read: . . . CSW..

Section 3.2Q.1 fisting Conditions

?a~e 3-94, first nara~aDh

m certainfheprojecfweage numbersare consistentfhroughouffhedowment and fhaffheyagree
wifhactualacreageimpacted. ks than 140 acres W be impacted by the ~F project. The
footprint of the facfities permanency impacts 75 acres; 70 aaes of agridturd lands ~d 5
acres of thretip sagebrush/Idaho fescue habitat. The remtig 65 acres W be
temporfiy disturbed during construction of an underground gas pipeke, an ‘
underground water piptie, and grading for the area used for the co~ection of stormwater
runoff into the stormwater retention pond.

~a~e 3-101, last Ml uaramaDh on Da~e,lkes 2 and 3

Currenfly rds: Most agrititi land is used for grotig cereal grain (wheat?oats, barley),
hay, and rapeseed.

Should read: Most agrititurd land is used for growing cereal gr~ (wheat, oats, barley),

Section 323.1 Msting Conditions

rave 3-115. second D~~aDh in sti “on.lines 4 and 5

Currenfly rds: Three new go~ courses have been proposed inthe northern Davenport area
at Deer Meadows, SeVen Bays, and ~ Canyom

Shodd rd: Two new go~ comes have been proposed in the north&Davenport area at
Seven Bays and H Canyo~ and another one has recentiy opened to the pubtic at Deer
Meadows.

Section 3.23.2 hpacts

rave 3-119. Iast uarawaDh, bes 1 and 2

Cuwenfly reads: My 29 permanent jobs wodd be created for fafity operatiom and WA
expects to ~ approtiatdy M of the= plant jobs with ld residats. The increase in
Iocd popdation of 14 operation workers and their fties wotid resdt in an Mlgnificant
kcrease in demand for recreation fa~ties in the project ticinity.

Should read: Twen~-nine ~rmanent jobs wodd be created for fatity operatio~ and
~A/G~ expects to M these plant jobs with Iocd residents to the degree possible. The
increase in popdation caused by the plant workforce sho~d not be significant

The Applianf hasnever agreed fhafif couldprovidelomlswifhha~of fhe operafionjobsavailable.
however, fheAppltint hasagreed fohireas manylocalpeopleaspossible.

85

86

87

88

89
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Section 3.2.4.2 Impacts “

raze 3-131, F1we 3-16B

Thefigure hasnot beenupdatedfo shw fhe newdy coolingsystm The viewisso distanfthatfhe
changesh fheprojecfwillnof change fhesimuktion foagraf degr~ and fheprojecfimpacfs&l
nof change.

Fa~e 3-135, second ~arama~h, lines 1-3

Currently reads: Lightig wodd conskt of sm~, high-intensity fights to ~uminate aterior
portions of on+ite btidings and anti<o~ion fights on the four l=foot emission sta&.

Shouldrd: Lighting ti consist of smd, high-intensity fights to fiuminate ~erior
portions of on-site btibgs.

Bmuse fheSW are lessfhan200f~f high, fheydo nof need fo be illuminafedjorFM
requirements.

pave 3-135. third uaramaDh, lines 4 and 5

Currenfly rds: . . . night-tie. security fighting and wodd directiy see the anti<obion
fights on the emission sta&.

Shuld read: . . . night-time setity fightig.

Section 3=.1 Msting Conditions

?aqe %138, first Ml DaramaDh

Currently reads: ~: Rob ~dam, state ar+eolo~t with the Office of &chaeoIogy and
~toric Preservation, notes that the 1980 study probably needs to be redone in order to
meet contemporary professioti standards ~b 1994).

Should read: ~. Rob ~dam~ state archaeologist with the Office of Archaeology and
~toric Preservation, notes that the 1980 study probably needs to be redone in order to
meet contemporary professional standards ~tim 1994). Hence, the NRPF project area,
dthoughpartidy surveyed by Morgan et rd. (1980), was surveyed a~ by kon et A
(1995). . .

pace 3-138, second Ml DaramaDh.kes 6 and Z .

Currently rtis: A strip along the eastern mara of the New Study Area was not surveyed,
hence the abrupt strai~t bo&dary for site-138.

Should read: A strip along the east= margin of the New Study&ea was not surveyed.

Currently rds: None of these appe= to be efi~ble for inclusion h the State or National
Registers of Historic Places, although Requests for ~tmation of Wgibfity have not
been sought from the S~O.

Shouldread: None of these appears to be efigible for ind&ion in the State or Natioti
Registers of ~toric Places.

90
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~ape 3-139, third fu~ uaramaDh, kes S-Z

Currenfly reads: Mthough no formal determination has been made, site 45H138 is
considered potentiWy etigible for inclusion in the -. For purposes of the project,
45L1138 W be assumed dgible. 96,
Shouldread: Site 45U138 is considered potentifly ~gible for inclusion in the w.

~apes 3-14 and 3-143, first uara~a?h under Traditional Cdtural Prouertie~

Currenfly reads: Athough consdtation wifi the Spokan[e] and ColWe Confederated Tribes .
has been initiated, the level of consdtation rqtied to identify and document traditioti
cdturd properties has not been completed. Standards for such studies are presented in
- Btietin No. 38, Guidelinesfor Evaluatingand DocumentingTrtiifional Cultural
Properties~arker and fig 1990). 97

Should rti: No tradition dturd properties potentidy Wgible for htig on the National
Register of ~tonc Places were identified in the HF project area through consdtation
with the Spokane Tribe and Colfle Confederated Tribes. Adeke Fredine, however,
indicated that the NRPF project area was fitoridy a plant~thering area, as was most of
the Creston ticinity. Review of traditioti titi properties for.the gas pipeke corridor
has not been undertaken with the Tribes.

Section 3.25.2 hpa-

The paragraphsfafesfhaf fheredl bea highprobabilityof impacftothesib. If doesmf stafewhat 98
fype of impacf,signifimnfand adverse,ek.

~ape %145, uaramauh under Tradition Cdtural Properties
4

Currenffy r~: The n~essary studies to identify traditioti titurd properties have not
been completed. The nature of tradition dturd properties that reasonably maybe
antiapated in We project areas varies . . . Udess appropriatdy identified so that mitigative
options can be determined, any such properties present W be impact@ by the project.

Should read: No fipacts to traditioti titurd properties &gible for inclusion on the 99
Natioti Register of ~toric Pkces in the NRPF project area wodd occur. The n~sary
studies to identify traditioti dturd properties in the transmission and @ pipeke
corridom have not been completed. The natie of traditiod titi properties tit
re”~ombly maybe antiapated in the project areas varies; . . Udess appropriately identified
so that mitigative options cm be determined, any such properties present W be impacted
by the transtilon and gas pipeh~ corridor projects.

Section 3Q.5.3 Mitigation Measures

?aqe 3-145. lastDaramaDh
.:.. . \

Add fo theend of fheparagrapk Other dturd resources mitigation measures that may apply
to,the NRPF Site are kted as stipdations rquired by the Colfie Confederated Tribes and 100
the Spok&e Tribe.

EOIT.= 16
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Currently rinds: . . . and the President’s Advisory . . . 101
Shouldread: . ..and the Advisory . . .

pa~e 3-146, second ~arama~h, lhe 10:

Cutiently rinds: . . . and the President’s Advisory . . .

Shouldread:
102

. ..andthe Advisory . . .

~a~e 3-146, third DaramaDh, fines 2A

Currenfly rds: However consdtation tith affected tribes has been fitiated, ad fie ~
Coltie Confederated Tribes and the Spokane Tribe have iden~ed cdti resource
decisions that reqtie their partiapatiom 103

Shouldread: Consdtation tith the Spoke md Colfle Confederated Tribes has resdted
in a set of stiptiations that is agreeable to both Tribes.

Section 3Q.6.1 Etist:mg Conditions

rage 3-148, second uaramaDh, ~ies 4 and 5

Currentlyrads: The posted speed ~t is 55 mph (86 kmh), reducing to 35 mph (56 kmh) in
Davenport and Reardom

104
Shouldrd: The posted speed Wt is 55 mph (86 kmh), reducing to 30 mph (56 kmh) in
Davenport and Reardon.

rave 3-148, third Daramauh, lines 1 and 2

Currentlyreads: . . . which co~ects the tom of Lincoh,. . .

Shouldread: . . . which connects the community ofLinco~ . . . 105 ‘
Lincolnis notinco~orafd.

Section 3.26.2 hpacts

Pape 3-153, fourth DaramaDh, kes 1 and 2

Currenfly ra: Materi~ wodd be dehvered to, and workers wodd arrive at, the site .
using State Route 2 and either Lincok Road or Creston Butte Road, depending on which
site is sdected. ~06
Shouldrti: MateriA wodd be d&vered to, and workers wodd arrive at, the site using
U.S. Federd fighWay 2 and Lincoh Road.

r

Pape 3-154, last uaramauh, lines 1 and 2

Currently rads: These shipments W include the combustion turbkes, condensers, steam
turbines, and generators. 107
Should read: These shipments W include the combustion turbines, condensa, steam .
turbines, generators, and -s.

Section 3.2.63 ‘Mitigating Measures
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Page 3-158, first btileh

Currently reads: me applicant til fund the upgrading of Liicoh Road or Creston Butte
Road (depending on alternative chosen) from its intersection with State Route 2 to the main
facflity entrance in order to support construction vehicle weights.

Sbuld read: me appficant @ fund the upgrading of Lincoh Road from its intersection
tith U.S. Federd Highway 2 to the main fafi~ entrtice in order to support construction
vehicle weights.

Section 3.Z8.2 Impacts

Again, fkre is referencetoone-h~of fk phnf jobs(50 percenf of fh works) beingfilledby locals.
See commenffor page >119.

Section 32.8.3 Mitigation Measures

pave 3-187, PoDdation and Housinp DaramaDk

Again, fkre k referencefoone-h~of fk pknf jobsbeingfilled by locals.See mmmenffor page3-
119.

Section 42 Global Warming

rave 42. first Ml DaramaPh, lines 24

Currenfly reads: Its contribution wodd be noticeable, but not significm t, in comparison to
emissions of greenhouse gases from other sources in Washington State md the rest of the
world.. “ ..

Skuld read: Its contribution wotid not be significant, in comparison to the emissions of
greenhouse gases from other sources in Wastigton State as we~ as gl~bfly.

Section 6.2.1 Notice of Intent and Mailings

rave 6-2, last DaramaDh, line 5

Currenfly reads: . . . due to the agency by May 27, and provided contacts for further
information

Shuld rd: . . . due to the Agmcy by May 27,1994, and provided contacts for furtier ‘
information

Section 62.2 Scoping Meetings

Pape 6-3. three btile&

Pleaseincld fti yearfor fh dafeslisfedfor fti openbuses.

Section 6.4 EFSEC Adjudicative Hearings

Pa~e 66, second Daramauh, lke 5

Currenfly reads: . . . grwted intervener states.

f08
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Should read: . . . &anted intervener status.

Section 9 Glossa~ and Aaon~

@e 9-2, definition of GW (shotid be CSWE):

Currently reads: Centr$ & Southwest Ener~, hc. 115
Shouldread: Central md SOUMWest Ener~, kc.

Section 10 Distribution List

~a~e 10-1, AD~licant

CSWE k not listedasan appltint; is thisan omission? 116

rave 10-2, lines 1 and 4

Thereare quesfionmarksafierUSDI Bureau of kdian Affairs and USDA Forest Servie. They
shouldbedelefed. 117

Append& C Facili~ Site Mtematives. .

Refaenws to fhe wati.pipdine roufesbtid bedelefed. Neifher fhe Siting Creeknor fheNRPF site
wouldrequirethe waterpipdiue linkingfhe sife m.tha wellfildadjawnfto theGlumbia Wver,
alfhough Siting Creekwod requirea transmissioncorridorlinkingfhatsife wifhtheBPA 118
transmissionline to fhe north; thatfransmisswnwrridorWUUabo be used fo - fheproposed
waferpipelinefiom theCityof Cr@fonSoufhfiom theNRPF siteto theSiting Creeksife.

This.swfionneedsto be revisedfo dbfe refm~ foa wellfieldadjawnffo fhe hlumbia Riverand
,

waferpipelinefrom. fheretoeitherfhe~F sifeor theSinking Creeksite. Bofhsites wotid use 119
wafwfiom fhe City of Creston;fheSinking Cred sifewotid requirean afenswn of thepipelinethaf
willrunfiom the City ofCresfontotheNRPF sifesoufhfrom therefo fhe Sinking Crd sife.

raze 9.2-11, first and WCond Daramauk

Refmenwsfo loss~ of380 wes shouti bedelefedand rqbwd w“thI@ mres, WM h fhe totalarea 120
thaf til bedisfurbd temporarily;Orily75 ames@l bedisfurbd ptinenfly. ‘

.2-19. ~ and Skth D- mauhs:

Should rgmenw la roes, nof 380; a fofalof 70 nonirrigatedawfural awesand 5 awesof fhree-
tipsagebrusm~hof~m woti bepermanentlyconverted. 121

rape 9.2-29, last DaramaDh, first sentence

Again, delefer~ue=fo thewafersupplywel~eti.
122

rape 9.2-30, SWond bdleti
. .

Delefefhesemnd bdlef, wtih referenwsfhe wel~eldand waterpipeline. 123

Page 9.2-31, Fi~e 9.2-*.

EOIT.W 19

.—



.
,

In fb row“~pacts on Land Use: in tk NRPF column:

Cumafly rads: Conversion of 192 acres of nonirrigated agridturd land and 188 acres of
grtied land to a nonagricdturd, industrid land we. 124
Stiuld rad: Conversion of 70 acres of notigated agridtird land and 5 acres of gr=ed

,thr~tip sagebrush/Idaho f~cue to indwtrird land me.

20



o-1

0-2

0-3

0-4

LETTER “O” RESPONSES

Comment noted. Both GWE and CSW Energy, kc. are correct; BW however,
refers to the parent company. Suggested ch=ges have been made to the text.
Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEIS) of this
document.

Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to
Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DES) of this document.

This is a joint State Environment Poticy Act/National Environmental Poticy Act
document that identifies the permits and approvti for W phases of the project, i.e,
the facfity, gas pipehe, electric transmission ties.

Comment noted.
has been deleted.

O-5 and
O-6

0-7

0-8

0-9 to
0-17

0-18

Comment noted.

The reference to “Engineering and Technical Services” in Table 1

Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to
Chapter 2 (Couectio~~and Moti~ations to the DEB) of this document.

Comment noted. The appficant states that the NRPF ordintiy needs ody 7- gpm
for plant operations. The additiond 5 pgn is for the domestic water supply needs.
This is consistent tith the Water Supply Option Agreement approved by the Town
of Creston and the appficant.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to
Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

Comment noted. Please refer to section 1.3.1 Proposed Action (Preferred
Nternative).

0-19 to
O-22 Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to

Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

O-23 Comment noted.

O-24 to
O-34 Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to

Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

O-35 Comment noted. The inconsistency relating to the height of the fencing @ be
corrected to ensure that reference to the height of the fencing, excluding that around
the switching station, ti be 7 feet. Reference to the height of the fencing around
the stitching station @ be 8 feet. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections and
Modifications to the DEB) of this document.



@36 to
O-52 Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to

Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

O-53 Comment noted. See General Response No. 1.

0-54 Comment noted. The wind rose used does not show annual average wind speed
and direction characteristics. However, this did not affect the impact analysis.

O-55 Comment noted. The units “lb/yr”have been added to the Estimated Emissions and
Smd ~tity Emission Rate COIWS in Table 3.3.

0-56 to
O-63 Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to

Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this doment.

O-64 Comment noted.

O-65 to
O-67 Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to

Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

O-68 Comment noted. Reference to piute stipin, golden eagle, great blue heron, osprey,
and Swainson’s hawk has been deleted. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections and
Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

O-69 Comment noted. Reference to fisted species has been deleted from the last sentence
on p. 3-50 and the first sentence on p. 3-51. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

0-70 to
O-75 Comment noted. Changes have been made to the text. Please refer to Chapter 2

(Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

O-76 Comment noted. See response to O-77

0-77 Comment noted. The last two sentences have been deleted and replaced with the
text show in Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEIS) of this
document.

O-78 to
O-85 Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to

Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

O-86 Comment noted. The acreages throughout the document shodd be consistent. The
foUowing explanation of acreages W be used a reference to the acreages throughout
the document. “Less than 140 acres W be impacted by the NRPF project. The
footprint of the fatities permanently impacts 75 acres: 75 acres of agrititiral lands
and 5 acres of threetip sagebrush/Idaho fescue habitit. The remaining 65 acres wifl
be temportiy disturbed during cons~ction of an underground gas pipeline, an
underground water pipebe, and grading for the area used for coUection of
stormwater uoff into the stormwater retention pond.



O-87 Comment noted. However, suggested changes were not made to the text.

o-88 to
O-89 Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to

Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this doment.

0-90 Comment noted.

0-91to
O-97 Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to

Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

O-98 Comment noted. Changes have been made to the text. Please refer to Chapter 2
(Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

o-99to
0-115

0-116

0-117

0-118
0-124

Comment noted. Suggested changes have been made to the text. Please refer to
Chapter 2 (Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

Comment noted. CSWE shotid be tisted as an appticant. W change has been
made to the text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Comections and Modifications to the
DEB) of this document.

Comment noted. me question mark shotid be deleted. ~s change has been
made to the text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Comections and Modifications to the
DEB) of this do~ent.

to
Comment noted. However, this appendix was written prior to the decision to
change the design of the power plant from watercooled to air<ooled, and was
included to demonstrate the fad~ site ~tematives process.



LETTER “P”

EFSEC

RECEIVED
NOV15 fgg5

ENEhGYFACILITYSITE
EVALUATIONCOUNCIL

=. end =6. Blake Angstrom
P,O. BOX 67
tie9con, wa, 99117
November 14, 1995

Re: ~ Siting Stipulations

Ladies and GentLamen.

mere are several issues related co the praposed plant site, which I
currently lease from Washington Water Power, that I have considered for
sometime. I am concerned that these isgueg are not being addresged
with co-n sense and gaod judgment vith Ehe tme benefits to mankind as
the ultimate goal, that they are in fact the decisionfi based on
nonproductive idealistic vieva of a few.

Carol and I haw supported the energy project at Creaton from the time
of its inception.

WA has proposed a projecc -t will hnefit tie~el-st as a private
industry Bha~d. ~wevar, me benefi~g to our fello-n are also of
great value. power will be produced for milliong of people and
business. me econo~ of Lincoln County and the Crescon area will be
greatly enhanced. The benefits of this project fall vichin the
parameter set forth by society.

It is a shame gome groups such as the Department of Fish and Game and
the Indian ~ibal Council have the Power to cost SU* a praject untold
d~llars in added nonsence such aB removal of cattle, building bat
houses, planc$ng non-native species of plants and the fencing of a shale
rock grave site 500’ in all directions. Costs guch as thege would be
brought co bare by the futwe sate PaY=s. or -g~ib~y S~OP me Project.

mere are also other costs that have not been addressed which are
related to =ctle r~l, bat houses, and shale rock 9ra~ Protection”-
These are pergonal. You see, my wife and I make a living off of the
ground where the proposed energy pl=t is to be bui~~. we Pr@uce a .
product which re~urns dollars to us and our co-ity- we produce
beef.

on the acres of the property. we produce over 37,536 pounds of beef
mually. With the per capita consumption of over 62 pounds, we feed
605 people amually. The value of the products to us alone from those
acres i9 over $50,000.00 annually. In 20 years, we feed 12,100 p-pie,
md produce an income of $1,000,000.00.

—— ..——



We personal~y till loo9e our livelfiood as the losg of this acreage vill
not allow us to maintain the integrity of our farm.

●

=lowing the siting without these stipulations allows for a win win
situation. WA produces power and much needed revenue; we mintain the
ground and the li-lihood that has been there for tie past 100 years.

~- you for your consideration h these MtterE,

Sincerely,



LETTER

P-1 Comment noted. According to

“P” RESPONSES

the Washington State Environmental Poficy Act, the
environment @pact stat&ent must iden=y impacts and mitigation mmsures and
these are discussed under several headings relevant to the commentefs concerns.
Please refer to Section 3.2.2, bd and Shoretie Use, 3.25 Historic and Ctitural
Resources, and Section 3.2.8, Socioeconomic, for a detded discussion of these
issues.
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LETTER “Q” RESPONSES

Q-1 Comments noted. Please refer to the Air Qutity section (3.1.3 on page 3-25) of the
draft environment tipact statement for a discussion of air qudty impacts and
re@ations. me project is required to comply with the air qutity re@ations
established by the federd government W.S. Environment Protection Agency, the
shte of Washington, and by local air po~ution authorities.
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kmd @nWdtiZ -7;
Wilbur, Wmhin~on 99185--.A.A.
Tel: 5096472152 F= 5096472511 bternet: Panga*t@aol.mm

@
——

Energy Factity Site EvrduationCouncfl ~ECEl~E~ e
PO Box 43172
Olympi~ Washington 985043172 NOv 211995

November 16, 1995
. Attn. ~. Jason Ze~er, EFSEC _er ENERGYFACILITYSITE

EVALUATIONCOUNCILre KVNCSW Draft EIS Comments

Dear JasoL

Mer reviewing the Drti Enviromenti kpact Stitement for the KVMCSW project
in Cresto~ Washingto~ I wodd We to bring to fight some areas which need to be addressed
in the Find EIS.

Section 1.4.2.1 EnvironmentrdHdth andPubtic Stiety
During instruction phases, road closures and trfic can become

troublesome, especidy during harvest times when locrd trfic can be heavy.
Prior notice and minimrddetours m deviate most ~dties.

Heavy equipment to be tied in the ticfity may be rded as close to
lhe site as possible. A dhead located dirdy south of the site (as opposed to
one located in the town of Creston) wotid be benefichd in that Highway 2
wodd ody have to be crossti and not traveld along. The roads from the rti
head to the site wodd na-y need to be re-etiorced by KVNCSW.

Section 2.1.8.1 Transmission Factities
A proposed wmpensation station wodd be btit on BPNs existing

&and Cotiee-Mord 500kV tie. A smd btiding wodd be included with
this statiom It wotid be preferable to have a permanent btiding inst=d of
pre~. tier type. The titiers tend to look bad and weather worse fier a.,
w~e.

Section 3.1.1.1 M Existing Conditions
How thicbess of tie basrdt layers and loess sofi need to be better

defied for the site as weti as the rest of the Columbia Plateau. The lod
hydrology wotid rdsobe of impo~ce to include in the FEIS.

The *quake ofDec. 14, 1872 represents a seismicityconcern for the
factity which were not properly addressed in the DEIS. Whh intensities of W
for Wda WW~ ~-~ for Wenatchee, and W for WhiteStone, this can
present operating and construction concerns for the factity wtich ned to be
addressed. Even with “moderate earthquake damage Wely, tis m represent
si@cant concerns for the facti~ as wefl as the pipetie.

Section 3.2.1.1 Noise

1

2

3

4

5

——



A deep buffer of trees surrounding the butidmg on site would help
deviate some of the noise concerns people may have. Type of tree and depth
of buffer around the buflding as wefl as the MF site could be add~essed.

Section 3.2.2.1 Land and Shoreke Use-Existing Conditions
Figure 3-8 is a poor one. The ~erent colors for dflerent counties is

tifising. This map is based on very dated County Conservation District
Mps. It wodd be better to have a map derived from a Landsat SateMte Wage
Land Use Classification anrdysis.This wotid not ody give an up to date map,
but dso one which is more usable and understandable in the FEIS.

Figure 3-9 is ~so very lacfig. There is no distinguishing colors
between BL~ Private, State, or Tribal lands. Mso, plae note that the ~S
boundary for Codee Dam Nationrd Recreation Area is inmrrect. They do not
own any 1w4 except at Fort Spobe and the St. Pad Ifission at Kettle Fds.
They mge the land for the US Bureau of Reclamatio~ &and Coulee Dam.
They do not manage land on the ColWe or the Spoke Reservatio~ nor in
the town of Codee Dam or &and Codee. There are dso parts of the
recreation area managed by NPS which are missing. .

A concern brought up during the pubtic hearing is BPXS decision not to upgrade the
power transmission tie from &and Cotiee to the BeU substation The implications of this
dec~lo~ not ody for the power transmission ke but the proj@ as a whole, should be
addressed in the FEIS rdso.

FMy, a suggestion for the technid %ters of any EIS. For those ofus who are used
to reading and writing technid and p~ofes~onrd publications, it is very important to see
references in the body of the report as opposd to betig fisted just at the end of the report. It
raises the question of who said wha~ and where is that Mormation being used in the report.
References shodd be noted tier their statement or study is mentioned in the body of the
repofi and at the end of the report in dphabetiti order.

I H you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the KVWCSW project at
Crestoq Washington I betieve this is a worthwMe project not ody for Crestoq but for W of
Washingto~ It has the potentird to provide inexpemive power to i~ customers as wefl as
important jobs to a sd communi~. E you wotid We any more Mormation regarding my
comments such m supporting documentatio~ please do not hesitite to mntact me. Thtis
again.

on. incerely,

LI ‘ w, I>A
7 7

L
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‘Craig W. Brougher
President



LETTER “R” RESPONSES

R-1

R-2

R-3

R4

R-5

R-6

R-7

R-8

R-9

R-10

Comment noted. The mitigation measures outhed in the EIS have been carefu~y
considered to compensate for increased traffic problems during construction. Please
see Section 3.2.6.3 in the doment.

Comment noted. A rfiead is not part of this project and is therefore outside the
scope of this EK.

After comparing the economics of a permanent s~cture vs. a prefab structure and
the fact that the structie wotid be unmanned in a rural area, bpa deaded to btid
a prefab structure.

Comment noted. The geology has been defined to an adquate level for the
purposes of this EE. Please see Section 3.1.1.1, Etisting Conditions, 3.1.1.2, hpacts,
and 3.1.1.3, Mitigation Measures.

Comment noted. The seismicity has been defined to an adquate level for the
purposes of this EIS. As noted in the mitigation section (Section 3.1.1.3), tiher
studies wotid be completed on the NRPF site once the apphcation has been
approved. Please refer to Section 3.1.1.1, Etisting Conditions, and 3.1.1.3, Mitigating
Measures, first paragraph.

Comment noted. Pine tree phtings wotid be incorporated into the site design to
act as an effective parti screen for the projec~

Comment noted. However, Figure 3-8 is ody intended to show that the primary
landuses in the project area are agrititure and rangeland. No changes to Figure 3-8
were made.

Comment noted. Figure 3-9 has been revised. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Comections
and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

BPA not btiding the he to Ben Substation in Spoke has titie implication for this
project. There is no need to btid a he to Bd Substation. The new plant needs to
be integrated into the transmission system. Since the load centers that may be
served by the plant are to the west and south, the power W not need to flow east
toward Spoke. A tie to Grand Cotiee mows the power to flow ti the direction
of greatest need.

Comment noted. The form of referencing rnaterid within an EB is not described by
SEPA or NEPA. The EIS contains references where appropriate and these are
provided in Section 8, References, in a usual and acceptable manner.



~~c:--”::;g:n;g;;
Mr. Jason Zeller
EFSEC Manager DLJ 4 lgg~
PO BOX 43172
Olympia, Wa. 98504-3172 E1:511titiryti,LlWslTE “
RE: Written te&timony concernin~-.~ti~~Dfi& ~& W&/~ite ~

Lincoln Co. Wa.

Dear Mr. Zeller
L

To begin with, it has been very difficult for me as a
layman to thoroughly digest the DIES and ( I suspect with purpose ).
Please take that into consideration while reviewing this tes-
timony.

I would begin by talking about environmental impact to
people rather than plants and animals.

I live approximately 8 mi. directly down wind from the Creston
Site at 7 Bays on Roosevelt Lake. The Areas of 7 Bays, Deer
Meadows, Lincoln, Ft. Spokane, and Miles are without a doubt the
fast=st growing areas not only on the lake, but within Lincoln
County. With ‘5 Major housing developments (100 to 500 Lots =ach ),
3 boat launch ramps, 3 golf courses ( 2 proposed and 1 completed ), I
a National Park Campground and a Casino all within less than 12 mi.
~f the Creston Site. ,.

. We of eastern Washington are all aware of the air pollution
problems caused by the inversions in Spokane. Living here I can
tell you that this river-valley has. the same problems.

Because this area is obviously a fast growing, high use area
and suffers from air pollution inversions, I find it amazing that
the DIES has failed to take it into consideration.

Exhaustive testimony was given by the’ permit applicant concer-
ning possible air pollution impact to National Parks and Wilderness
Areas 125 iii . u’pwind of Czzscioll 5u’~ no frt~rltl~ii wa:s made Q2Z-~
densely populated , low lying area within 6 Mi. directly down
wind of the site.

I do not believe that data from 13, 16, and 18 year old air
monitoring is sufficient to draw the DIES assumed conclusions
concerning baseline ambient air quality.

The TSP monitoring in Davenport ending during 1977 did not
meet Washington State standards. From my personal experience I can
testify that (at least visually) the air quality has deteriorated
within this area during the last 18 years.



“ Page 2

I would su3gest tihat due to the conditions outlined above,
a current and comprehensive baseline study should be completed
in site downwind areas as a condition of permit approval.

Thank You

P

~~_

Jack Tenter



LETTER “S” RESPONSES

s-1 Comments noted. me air qdty analysis showed that ambient air qutity standards
W be met at .M locations, tiduding areas six to eight ties downwind of the
project site. me ambient air qu~ty standards have been set at levels which are
health-protective. me air qdty assessment identified the pe& impacts at any
location and determined that they wotid M within the health-protective standards.
~erefore, W locations not at the pokt of pe~ impact wotid ako meet the
standards, even though these specific areas were not mentioned in the text.



LETTER ~ITI!

To: EFSEC
From: Patti Lowe, =ecutive Director, Greenhouse Action
Re: Northwest Regional Power Facifity DEIS
Date: December 11,1995

The DEIS states that the ~Fs contribution of greenhouse gases “wodd be
noticeable, but not significan~ in comparison to emissions of greenhouse gases from
other sources in Washington State and the rest of the world.”

Whfie the &cifity ’s 3 m~on tons wodd make up about 1-7% of toti Washington
Carbon diofide emissions in 2010, the pkt’s proportion of the projected increase in
Washington state emissions wotid be about 8Y0. This is very. significant in view of the
Framework Convention on Cfimate Change signed by over 160 nations which cak on
industridzed countries to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases to 1990 leveh by the

.year 2000. U.S. emissions are c~dy increasing, and WSEO projects Washington
state emissions to increase about 40%.. The U. S. is the leading-efitter of greefiouse .
gases and our commiment to averting rapid -ate change, or lack of it w~ have a .
powefi influence on the actions of other counwies.

The hterrnationd Panel on Ctiate Change which consists of over 2500 scientists
from around the world, has just reported that they are now confident human activity is
contributing to global warming. Therefore, the phrase in section 4-2 “If this
hypothesis is correc~.-” shodd be removed.

WA has not started a ph to ofiet those 3 flon tons of greenhouse gas
emissions. Without such a plan, this @~v shodd not be approved.

~EcElvE~ ‘
DEC111995

ENERG’YFACIL~lYSITE
EVALUATIONCOUNCIL

——



LETTER “T” RESPONSES

T-1 The impacts of the NWF rebtive to global carbon dioxide (C02) have been greatly
overstated in the DEIS, which addresses gross rather than net emissions. An
extremely detied analysis of the future net COZ emissions assoaated with
generation of electricity ti the Western United States indicates that the operation of
the NRPF is expected to resdt in an overfl decrease in emissions (’Northwest
Regional Power Facfity Dispatch and COZEmission Analysis.” Henwood Energy
Services, he., Sacramento, CA, September 28, 1995). This report concludes that the
N~F W displace 7100 GWh of generation in the Western System Coordinating
Council WSCC) region, restiting in a toti net COZemission Yedwtionof 2.8 m~ion
tons in 1999.
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LETTER “U”

CENTERFORENVIRONMENTALLAW & POLICY

1 ?00 N.E. Campus Parkway
Seattle. WA 98105

Ralph W. Johnson, Chair

~~~~;{~~ .

Rachael Paschal, Direatw

18 December 1995 DEC181995
Allen Fiksdd
EFSEC Project Manager ENERGYFACiLirfSiTE‘y‘m ‘o:9/~~~~h
P.O. BOX 43172 EVALUATIONCOUNCIL
Olympia, WA 98504S172

Re: Northwest Regional Power Facility
Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement

Dear Mr. Fiksd4:

Thank you for the opportunityto commenton the DraftEnvironmentalImpact Statement,
DOE/EIS-0214, dated October 1995 (DEIS) discussingthe Northwest Regional Power
Facilityproject (NRP~ proposedfor constructionnear Creston,Washington. Ttis letter
is directed toward the subject of water supply for the project and the impacts of
predicted water use on resourcesin the Columbia Basin.

. .

Water Quanti~

Water supply for the NRPF project is proposed to be delivered from the Town of
Creston, pursuant to its municipalwater rights, includingits Water Right CertificateNo.
G3-26677, with a prioritydate of September25, 1980. At the timethis water rightissued,
the Department of Ecology determined that the application was exempt from the
provisions of the State EnvironmentalPolicyAct, RCW 43.21C, and no environmental
assessment or analysis of the impacts of the water rightwas conducted at that time.

The Creston municipal water rights, on paper, are for quantitiessignificantlyin excess
of the amounts actually used by the town. It is clearthat the water to be supplied to the
NRPF project by Creston represents “new water,” that is, water that is going to be.
pumped and delivered in additionto the amounts currentlyin use.

At the time that the applicationfor Water Right No. G3-26677 was under consideration,
Creston obtained a hydrogeologic investigationof the proposed well. That report did
not conclusivelyidentifythe dischargepointor areaforthe aquiferproposed as a source
of supply for this water right. The repoti notedthat “itis possiblethat either aquifer may

TEL: 206-61641~ / FAX: 206-685469
e-mail:celp@u. Washington.edu



Allen fiksdal
Re: NohhweS RegionalPowerFacifi&

18 December 1995
Page 2

‘pinch+ut’ in the Creston area. . . or that groundwateris depleted by discharge into the
Columbia @vergorge.” (ConverseWard DavisDixon, Inc., Seattle,WA, Report No. 80-
5223-01,dated 10/27/80).

The DEIS does not specificallydiscussthe subject of natural discharge of the ground
water intended to supply the project. In the sectionon water supply it is assumed that, ~
because the Town of Creston possesseswater rightsadequate to supply the NRPF, no ,
further impacts need be considered (DEIS, p. 3S6). Giventhat the supply for the NRPF
representswater that has not heretoforebeen pumped or applied to use, there will be 2
impacts associated with the use of this source of supply. Those impacts should be
discussed as a pti of the EIS process.

Analysisof these impacts is impoflant. Washington recentlyimposed and extended a
moratorium on the issuance of new water rights within the Columbia Basin out of
concern for the relationshipbetween sutiace water flows in the Columbia Riverand the
health of various fish stocks, especially sdmonid species that have been listed or
proposed for listingpursuant to the Endangered SpeciesAct, This moratoriumapplies
both to surfacewater diversionsand to groundwaterpumping that is in “directhydraulic
continuity”with the main stem of the Columbia River. WAC 173-563-015 (as amended
1/3/95). The DEIS discussionof impactsto fish and wildlifedoes not address this issue.

3.

The Columbia Basin moratoriumwas not in effectat the time the Creston water rights
were issued, but does illustratethe drastic problems associatedwith water supply in 4
Creston’s region. The moratorium may apply to water right applications that involve
changes to or enlargement of existingwater rights. This topic is not discussed in the
DEIS.

, Place of Use .

The DEIS asserts that municipalities may provide water sewice outside their city
boundm”esfor a distance of 10 miles (DEIS, p. 3+6). This assertionis in conflictwith
the rule that water rightsare appurtenantto the place of use as defined in the water right
certificate. In this case the place of use is the ~ea served by the Town of Crestdn in
1980. The Report of Examinationfor Water RightCertificateG3-26677 discussesfutu[e s
increase in population within the Town of Creston associatedwith construction and
operation of a previous proposal for the “CrestonGenerating Station,” but does not
discussthe possibilityof supplyingwaterto the powerfacility. Extensionof water supply
outsidethe Creston servicearea may involvea change in place of use that would require
a change in the municipal water right. This topic is not addressed in the DEIS.



Allen Fiksdal 18 December 1995
Re NorthwestRegionalPowerFacili~ Page 3

Conclusion .,

The DEIS relies upon the prior issuanceof a water right% a basisfor not assessingthe
impacts of incre~ed water withdraws on the resourcesof the Columbia River basin. .
Because of the potential effect of water use by the NRPF on criticalfishe~ resources,
it is both appropriate and necess~ to give full considerationto water supply as a
potential adverse impact of the project.

Thank you for the oppotiunity to comment. [f I can provide additional information,
please feel free to contact me at the numbers shown above. Please add my name to
the mailing listand keep me informedof any decisionsyou make regardingthis project.

Yours ve truly,

.
7

&w Rachael Paschal



LETTER ‘W” RESPONSES

u-1 The entirety of the gromd water aquifer supplying the Tom of Creston’s water
supply has not been mapped recently to our bowledge. Consequently, the natural
discharge of the aquifer is not bown.

U-2 It is not dear what is meant by “new water” and the phrase “...heretofore been
pumped or apptied to use..” The arnomt of water pumped and used by the Town
of Creston varies annu~y and by season depending on the popdation and such
factors as rainfti and temperature. In the past, the amount of water pumped has
been substantitiy more than is currently being used. h 1979 the Town of Creston
pumped an average of 120,000 g~ons per day (gpd) to supply water service to 320
residences. Creston now suppties ody about 240 residences. In 1993 Creston
pumped 26,400,000 gflons (approximately 72EO0 gdons per day). The NRPFs
normal operating water requirements of 79,200 gpd to 100,800 gpd wti increase the
pumping amomts ody sfightly over the historicdy indicated amounts. These
amomts are SW substantiy less than the amount of water rights certificates and
claims held by the Town of Creston.

The Town of Creston is currently preparing a Capiti Fadties Plan. Part of this
plan WM contain a study by Varela & Associates (Spohne, WA), addressing the
potential impact of Creston supplying water to the NRPF. This study is not yet
avatiable, but is reported to confirm the aquifers and the abfity of Creston to supply
the NRPF with water.

As in the past, the Town of Creston is currently pumping water with both wek.
Therefore, to our howledge no new wek or improvements to the existing weU
system is planned.

U-3 The NRPFs use of water suppfied by the Town of Creston does not require the
issuance of new water rights for the pumping of groundwater. Further, the
gromdwater in the Creston area is derived from aquifer systems within the
Columbia River Basdts. Records indicate that the area contati more than one
aquifer system. We these aquifers tend to flow north westerly, there are no clear
indications of “direct hydratic continuity” with the main stem of the Columbia
River. Because there is no new water right involved, no direct hydratic connection
to the Columbia Kver is indicated and the amounts of water used is insignificant in
terms of average flows in the Columbia River. There is no impact to assess.

U-4 There is no pkn or need to change or edarge the existing water rights for the Town
of Creston to provide water to the NRPF.

U-5 It is we~ hewn that under Washington laws and re@tions that municiptities can
provide water service outside the town boundaries upon approval or resolution of
their governing body. The Town of Creston has made such a detetiation in
Resolution No. 95-008. Further, the Town of Creston currently provides sewice to
two residences located outside the tom boundaries. The use of the Town of Creston
water rights are described as the “area served by the Town of Creston,” however,
exemptions for other service are provided for mder RCW 90.03.300; 90.03.390; and
90.44.020.



LETTER “V”

YOUR COMMENTS PLEASE!

We want to be sure to get your comments. You may use this comment sheet to provide

comments regarding the Northwest Regional Power Facility Drafi Environmental Impact

Statement..

Dkc 041995
.,:

.’ l~7Y FA~iN SITF

~EVALUATIONCOUNCIL

. Eyes please CIWIY tite YOU name and address: Pl~e leave at meeting, md, orfax to:

-,. —

Jason fi~er
EFSEC
PO BOX43172
‘Olympia, WA 985043172
Fax: (360) 956-2158

. .



LETTER ‘W” RESPONSES

v-l Comment noted. The explosive name of hydrogen has been addressed in the Draft
EIS. As stated on pages 3-85 and 3-87 of the Draft EB “Risk of Fire or E~losion-
There wotid be a risk of a fire or explosion at the NWF during both construction
and operation, as we~ as during stidby or nonuse, dismantfig and site restoration.
The risk is produced by the on-site use and storage of -able fiquids and gases.
The risk of explosion or fire during constriction wfl be very low. Ody smd
amounts of-able tiquids, such as fuel or solvents, wfl be stored and used on-
site. Compressed gases reqtied for welding, such as acetylene and oxygen, @ also
be used and stored on-site. The risk of fire and explosion shotid be minimal because
applicable federd and state safety re@ations and WAC 296-155 procedures are
required and W be adhered to dtig construction.

Operation of the ~F facfity W require the use of two materials which can be
explosive under certain conditions natid gas and hydrogen gas. Natural gas @
be piped to the site and burned as it is used; none ~ be stored on-site. Hydrogen
gas ti be stored on site in standard bottles or larger capacity - The hydrogen
is then used on site as part of the combustion turbine generator coofig system.

For many years, industry has stored and used natural gas and hydrogen in large
quantities; when there were explosions, they restited from equipment mtictions
or operator emors. During these incidents, flammable gases were released in an
unsafe manner, either inside equipment or to the work area. The combination of
-able gases, ignition sources, and oxygen restited in explosions. As a resdt of
these incidents, codes, re@tions, and industry standards have been upgraded to
reduce the Wemood of recurrences. These codes, re@tions, and consensus
standards W be implemented during operation of the facfity to mitigate this
potential h-d. Therefore, the risk of fire or explosion associated with the NWF
is not considered a significant impact.”
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LETTER “W”

PACIFIC GAS

TRANSMISSION

COMPANY

2100 February 21, 1996
SOUTHWEST

RIVER

PARKWAY Nancy Wittpen
poRTLANo Bonneville Power Administration

OREGON 905 NEllth Avenue
97201 Portland, OR 97232

Subject: Drti EIS, Northwest Regional Power Facifity

Dear Ms. Wittpen

Attached for your consideration are Pacific Gas Transmission Company’s comments
on the subject Drti EIS. Eyou have any questions about our comments, please ca~
meat 503-8334703.

Sincerely, ‘

John Cassad~
Director, Environmentrd and Regulato~ Planning

Enclosure

cc Mien Fiksdrd, Wmhington Ener~ Facifity Site Evaluation Councfi
Mike Boyle, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
‘“JaneChristmas: Resource Management Intemationd
Hunter Horvat~ KVA Resources, Inc.

TEL

503 833 4000

FAX

503 833 4900

—



Pacific @s Transmission Com~any
Comments on the Drti EIS for the Northwest Regional Power Facitity

&nerd Comments

h this Drfi EIS for the Northwest Regional Power Factiity, BPA and EFSEC have appropriately
deferred detded environment analysis of the natural gas pipetine untfl an application is fled with
the Feded Energy Regulatory Commission @RC). It is possible, however, to include in the
EIS for the Power Factity more information of a general nature regarding natural gas pipetie
impacts and mitigation. For example, the FERC has developed standard mitigation plans and
procedures for erosion controVrestoration and wetlantiwaterbody con~lctio~ which are
routinely made apart of the certticate conditions for interstate gas pipelines (copies sent under
separate cover to ~.

h additio~ the FERC has recently prepared numerous NEPA analyses for natural gas piFehe
projects in the West and has refied its andyticd methods and mitigation requirements with each
succeeding project. It is possible to more accurately charactetie the general range of impacts
associated with gas pipehe projects by drawing on this extensive body of Mormation regarding 2
stiar projects. A brief summary prepared by PGT is attached. The summary does not imply
that M of the impacts would be si~cant or even present for the NRPF pipehe, nor that the
mitigation measures til or should be employed for this project. It does, in our opinioq ftily
represent the types of impacts that the FERC is Mely to examine, and identties a reasonable array
of mitigation measures that the FERC is fikelyto select fio~ according to recent practices.

Specific Comments

Page 1-24, Section 1.6.1. The last sentence of the fist paragraph should be revised to read “The
pipe~ie project W be constructed and permitted independently of the WF.” The second
sentence of the second para~aph should be revised to read “men an application for the gas
pipehe is submitted, FERC W conduct a NEPA review of its potential impacts.” The third
paragraph inaccurately states that PGT’s routing study was “based on” an earfier corridor study.
We PGT reviewed the earfier corridor study, the PGT study was not cotined to the corridors
identified therei~ nor did PGT rely upon the eartier study’sdata or its conclusions.

3

Page 2-23,Section 2.1.3.The fist sentence of the first paragraph should be revised to read “An
underground gas pipebe to the factity would be built.” h the second paragraph refer to the 4
previous comment regarding the earfier corridor study.

Figure 2-12 shows Northwest Pipehne Compan~s existing transmission he north of Spokane.
Because the North Route would involve buflding another fine adjacent to Northwest’s etisting 5
fine, the blue tine representing the North Route should be extended to parallel Northwest, to the
intersection with PGT’s existing tine. PGT wishes to reiterate that it does not consider the North
Route a feasible rdtemative desefing of further attention.



Page3-8. The first sentence underNaiural GmPipeline shouldberetised toread ''Five routes
for the naturrdgas pipehneto provide fiel to the ~F were examinedby PGT in its routing
study”(i.e.. they have not yet been prouosed). See rdsoPage 3-38, first sentence underNatiral
Gas Pipeline.

Page 3-13 and 14. PGT suggests that the EIS reference the FERC’S “UplandErosion Control,
RevegetatioZ andMaintenance Plan”, which would be a stipulatedrequirementfor any=RC
jurisdiction pipeline. Typicdy, no other erosion control plan wouldbe requiredudess the
detailed analysis identifies a special situation requiringit. Aso the reference to automatic
emergency shutoff valves shouldbe delete~ these would not be instrdled.

Page 342. PGT disagrees that open cutting of streams “willdegradethe naturrdbanks and
bottoms of streams”. As numerousrecent pipefie projects have demonstrated,uti~ig standard
construction and mitigation techniques typically ensures that impacts to stream morphology,
water qudhy or aquatic resources are temporary. This is particularly true for the smrdl,
low-velocity streams that would be crossed by the pipefine route.

Page 3+3. PGT suggests that the EIS reference the FERC:S“Wetland and Waterbody
Construction and Mitigation Procedures”, which would be a stipulated requirement for any FERC
jurisdiction pipebe. Typically, site-specific crossing plans are required ody for streams greater
than 100 feet in width (none of which occur rdong the feasible pipeline routes identtied bi PGT).

Page 3-61, first paragraph under Natural Gas Pipeline. Ordya strip within about 10 feet on
either side of the pipefine is kept clear of trees or deep-rooted shrubs. The rest of the
right-of-way is not typically cleared as part of normal pipetine maintenance.

k the second paragrapi PGT believes that the broad statements reg~~ng habitat 10SS,
displacement and ultimate perishing ofwildfife, and reduction in wildfifepopulations are
unwarranted. PGT acknowledges that more Mormation is necess~ to filly assess wild~ie
impacts, but a more accurate general charactetition of likely impacts to wildfife is rdsopossible
at this stage (see General Comments).

Page 3-64, Natural Gm Pipeline. See General Comments.

Page 3-146, Tradition Cultural Properties. PGT has not consulted with the Spokane or ColMe
Tribes regarding the naturrd gas pipefine. PGT would engage in such consultation in conjunction
with pre-construction cultural resources investigations for the pipetine.

Appendix B. Table 1 in PGT’s routing study contains a numerical error in fine Item No. 10
@umber of Sensitive Fish Streams Crossed). A corrected Table 1 is attached.

6

7

8

9

10

,

11

;2

13

14



Table 1- KVA Pipeline Route Comparisons

TOPIC
1 Miles of Pipe
2 ConstructionCost ($ million)
3 Number of Guaterna~ Surface Faults within5 miles
4 Feet of Potentially Unstable Slopes
5 Feet of Sidehill Construction
6 Miles with Bedrock at or Near the Surface

7 Feet of Wetlands Construction
8 Number of Perennial Stream Crossings
9 Number of Ephemeral Strmm Crossings

10 Number of Sensitive Fish Streams Crossed
11 Miles Above Spokane Acquifer
12 Miles Crossing Sensitive BiologicalHabitats

13 Number of Visually Sensitive Locations
14 Miles of Merchantable Timber
15 Miles of Land Use: Residential
16 Miles of Land Use: Agriculture
17 Miles of Land Use: Commercial
18 Miles of Public Lands
19 Number of Property Owners
20 Number of Residences within 500 feet

21 Miles Parallel to Existing Linear Facilities
22 Number of Ci~ or Coun~ Road Crossings
23 Number of State or Federal Highway Crossings
24 Number of Railroad Crossings

ROUTE
NORTH I MIDDLE 1 I MIDDLE 2 I MIDDLE 3 I SOUTH

58.321 68.731 68.731 70.281 63.85
46.16 47.00 47.00

0 0 0
12,500 4,400 4,200
6,500 2,400 2,200

15.5 13.6 13.6

2,300 14,800 18,550
5 5 5

50 58 65
12 15 13

9.75 0 0
18 8 7

6 3 3
17.70 6.71 6.71
14.40 0 0 ,
41.72 68.73 68.73

2.20 0 0
2.5 0 0
133 175 174
193 35 35

35.30 39.24 34.20
60 64 58

5 6 6
1 7 7

47.63 50.53
0 0

2,200 600
2,200 400

18.0 41.0

2U 550 I 12,400
3 3

57 38
7 3
0 0

15 21

3 3
4.46 11.50

0 0
70.28 63.85

0 0
1.0 1.5

164 84
41 13

39.90 10.02
63 57

6 5
8 5

Essex Environmental 6/27/94



LETTER “W” RESPONSES

W-1 Comment noted. See General Response #l.

W-2 Comment noted. See General Response #l.

W-3 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

W-4 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

W-5 Comment noted. However, the natid gas pipehe routing stidy (see Appendix B)
shows the north route starting at Creston. Other alternative routes wotid Wely be
considered by FERC dining the focused environmental review of the potential
environmental impacts of the na~~ gas pipehe.

W-6 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEB) of this douent.

W-7 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

W-8 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

W-9 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

W-10 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

W-n Comment noted. Sugg=ted changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.

W-12 Comment noted. See General Response #l.

W-13 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

W-14 Comment noted. Suggested changes made to text. Please refer to Chapter 2 (Corrections
and Modifications to the DEE) of this document.



LETTER “X”

Public Comments on the DEIS
m- l--- -. —-.-1:- — . . . - ._*__ Washington

1) Expressed concern about the independence of the EFSEC process because it is paid for
by the developer. .

Pete Bean

2) . Mr.Bean askd if there is a danger of Ughtning stie on the powerlille igniting the gas
pipeline’? mat about tie risks on the pipelines’! There are no access roads in many
=eds.

3) Wfi the pipeline tiwt puddles and springs needed by fivestock) it would be preferable
to do construction in tie lam wincer/falland early spring.

pete fiOW Plumbers & Steamfitters Union - Spokme

4) The uti )n has a lot of experience constructing gas pipetines- The pipelines are safe, and
are bti d underground. There area lot of regulations governing conduction and
operatil ns of pipefies. LivesCock@ng can continue over the pipekes. When
another pipefie was under consuuction envkonmental reqtiements forced construction
to stop, :0 allow birds to nest. Mr. Gow was pleased to sw socioeconomic covered in
the DEI 3.

He asked if construction ~ have an adverse effwt on the town.? When a paperrni~ was

under construction in Usk, Washington, buses were used to help 800 workers from
Spokane to commute to the site. There are plenty of workers k the locti wea to do the
work. Career opportunities WMexist in maintenance and possibly construction of the
pipehes and the power plants. Tax revenues from this projeer wfi be of subs~nti~ .
benefit to Lincoh County. The DEIS handled air and warer impacts appropriately. Mr.
mow suted that he wished the siting process codd have been more rapid. He beheves
that the Councti has had an open siting process.

u

5) Expressd concern about possible 1*s along the pipejine route- Transmission lines’are
a possible ignition source. He betieves it would be ~tter to route pipefines along Hwy 2
- this would provide better access for f~e trucks. Mr. Bedn expressed concern about tie
location of the waterline from Geston to the plant. He would prefer to h~lvethe w~ter
tie along a fence fine - not in the middle of cdtivated ground Mr. Bean askd about
fining storm water ponds - he betieves should be find. PoUutants in the storm water wi~
spread out widely - The applicant responded the ponds won’t be year round. The
appticant also stated the ponds are not designed to be Meal- The storm water returns
back into the ground - additiond w~ter from the plant is not being addd to the

1

.

2

3.

4

,

5

6



stormwater. Mr. Ben notd it is hard.to farm an area that has had additional water
added to it.from a standing water pond. # ,

-.

6) Expressed concern about Washington PubEc Power Supply System - Northwest
ra~epayers are still paying for WPPSS. BC Hydro is a possible source of power for
Washington. What is the area the plant is designd to serve? Should Eastern
Washington suffer the negative environmental consequences of the plant when there is no
need for power here? He asked the Councfls DEIS to exatie the implications N~A
on BC-Power. Mat is the po~ntid amount of electricity available tim BC Hydro’?
bw and high had hydro may bean dtemarive. This pm of DEIS shotid be expanded
(alternative analysis). me gas pipeke will be near the school. Mad School Disuict’s
new 1800 student hjgh school. It shotid be rerouted away from the school. The basic
question that shodd be addressed in the EIS is this projat retiy needed’?

oaip B~u~her

7) Pg. 1-16: W, Brougher rquested that the Council require that there are no road
closures during harvest season. H there must be road closures, farmers must be notified.
He asked if road upgrades W be paid for by KVA? He urged KVA to butid a rail head
as close cosite as possible to transport large quipment for the project.

Pg. 2-34 Ha new &~er butiding is n~ed near Coulee - it $hould be a permanent
balding ifit W be a permanent structure. Temporary structures should not serve as
pemanent btidings-

Pg. 3-7: He notd tiat a pre- 1900 earthquke in North Cascades did significant
damage in this area, and was not djscussed in the DEIS. He urged the Councd to reqtie
a tree buffer aroundplant 20-50’ wide. A deep buffer would be very helpfuI to mitigate
$ound from the plant.

Fig. 3-8: h the maps on this nearby pages, the DEIS should use consistent colors
for designating land use to describe the same land u$e. Consistency wotid make the
maps easier to fo~ow.

h tie DEIS in Fig. 3-9: me delineation of National Park Smite ~S) land is
somewhat lactig - The NPS does not manage any land on Colville Reservation or
Spokane Resemation.

Fig. 3-15/16A: He was impressed with visual simulation of the plant and wotid like
more of these visual simulations inclllding other views of the sire.
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.

8) Expressed concern about noise effects on Mdhfe and tivestock. ‘This should be
considerd by Councfi, dso the effec~ of noise from the plant on domestic animals
(horses).

9) Appendk B - Pg. 9: Summary and conclusions should be written for the lay reader-It is
hard for the average person to undersund. Shoddn’t use word transmission when
referring m gas line between segments F & E. The DEIS is not sp~ific enough about
where pipefie til go. Would prefer to have a single review prokss, not a separate
process for the pipeline. There should be one EIS for the entie project including the
pipeke.

r Havdon

10) DistribuM a copy of Resolution #4013, supporting this projec~ He took issue with the
‘testimony of Ecology’s witness regarding &aston’s water rights. The Mayor betieves
Ecology’s witness improperly characterized town’s wa~r rights and fie exjstence of an
mesian well in area. There is no msian we~ near &esron. This project will be clean
and will benefit the county. Something needs to be done to k~p young people in
Lincoln Coun~.

11) Appendti E - PSD Pg. 1 Applicabfity Form
Benzene is a dangerous waste and known carcinogen -an it be clean~ up? What wfi
be tie effect of benzene down wind from the plmt? The DEIS should discuss benzene
in more detail.

12) Pg. 124
How did BPA end up working with ~RC on pipeline issues’?

13) Expressed concern about noxious weeds - another right-of-way will add more noxious
W*S - farmers shouldn’t have to pay to control WAS.

14) Should be a clear road map of the entire review process for the pubfic, so they can
participate in dI of the review processes. The name of p~eparers should be on the DEIS.
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15) DEIS -me intent of SEPA is to prectie all governmental action and ac~s,including 21heaings (adjudicative). Hearings should have been held after the DEIS was issud. me
current process violamd ktent and letter of law spec~lctiy SEPA and NEPA. me
process is out of .~uence!
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x-3

x-4

x-5

X-6

x-7

X-8

x-9

x-lo

X-n

X-12

X-13

X-14

PUBLIC MEETING RESPONSES

PUBLIC MEETING “X’ RESPONSES

Comment noted.

The powerke and the natural gas pipehe wodd not be located in the same corridor.
With regard to the natural gas pipe~e, please refer to General Response #1.

See General Response #l.

Comment noted.

As stated on page 1-23 (Socioeconomic) of the Draft EIS “Potenti socioeconomic
impacts include short- and long-term effects on poptiation, housing, employment, and
income. h general, socioeconomic impacts are expected to be benefiti because of job
creation and increased tax revenue for the affected counties. Potential negative effects are
limited to the short-term and are assoaated with poptition, employment, and housing
from potential in-migration of construction workers. Such negative impacts, however, are
expected to be insignificant for a construction project of this stie and @ be partia~y
offset by pked mitigation measures.”.

See General Response #l.

Comment noted. Please refer to Section 1.2.3, Appfican~s Determination of Purpose and
Need, for a more dettied description of the need for additiond electricity in the Pacific
Northwest Region. With regard to the natid gas pipeke, please refer to General
Response #1.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Seismicity near the NRPF site is addressed in the Draft EB, please refer to page 3-7, Local
Seismici~. Pine tree phtings wodd be incorporated into the site design to act as an
effective parti screen for the project.

Comment noted. Suggested changes made to figure. Please refer to Chapter 2
(Corrections and Modifications to the DEB) of this document.

Comment noted. Suggested changes made to figure. Please refer to Chapter 2
(Correctionsand Modifications to the DEIS) of this document. The location of the Cotiee
Dam National Recreation Area is shown in more deti on Figure 3-13, page 3-117.

Comment noted.

As stated on page 1-15 (Environmental Health and Pubtic Safety) of the Draft EE
“Because of the distance separating the site from existing residences, construction noise
would be attenuated and
information provided in

‘noise %pacts are expected ~o be negfi~ble. Based on the
the application and supporting technical documents, the



proposed fatity @ not have significant operational noise impacts. me proposed facflity
wotid comply with the state noise tits at d of the representative receivers, and is
expected to be audible d~g the night and during some daytight hours depending on
the activity at the time. me fatity wotid not exceed existing ambient noise standards
at any residences.”.

X-15 Comment noted. With regard to the natural gas piphe, please refer to General
Response #1.

X-16 Comment noted.

X-17 Comment noted. me annti average pe~ project impact of bemene is 400 times smafler
than the acceptable source impact level.

X-18 Please refer to General Response #l.

X-19 Mitigation measures have been identified that wodd control noxious weeds in the
transmission tie corridor. Please refer to Section 3.1.6.3 mitigating Measures) of the
Draft EIS (pages 3-62 and 3-63). In addition, Appendix A identies litigation options
that wotid control noxious weeds in the natural gas pipefie corridor.

X-20 Comment noted. Section 7 of the Draft EIS provides a kt of the Draft EIS preparers.

X-21 Comment noted. However, it is the poticy of SEPA to “htegrate the requirements of
SEPA with existing agency p-g and ticensing procedures and practices, so that such
procedures run concurrently rather than consecutively:’ WAC 197-11-030 (2) (e)).


